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Current Topics. 


The New Equity Appointments. 


THE APPOINTMENT of Mr. Diauton Potiock to be Junior 
Equity Counsel to the Treasury will be heartily endorsed by the 
Chancery Bar, who have long recognized the qualities which fit 
Mr. Dicuron Po.iock for the post—qualities, we may add, not 
only legal, but personal, which, no doubt, will temper the assertion 
of Crown rights without making the assertion less effective. 
The appointment of Mr. Gavin Simonps as Counsel to the Board 
of Trade in foreshore matters is a return to the practice of 
separating this work from the general Crown work in equity which 
prevailed when Mr. VavaHan Hawkins held the post. It 
used to be the boast of the Board of Trade that in asserting 
foreshore rights it was acting in the interests of the public and was 
saving access to the seg from the exclusive rights of lords of manors, 
and no doubt a similar principle still actuates its policy. But 
having regard to all the foreshore litigation there has been— 
including that relating to the Maplin Sands which went to the 
House of Lords when Sir Ricuarp Wesster was Attorney- 
General, and the somewhat earligr Holderness Case, one of vast 
historical research, which, owing to its vastness, had to be 
compromised—it may be questioned whether there is much more 
foreshore to litigate about. 


The Agriculture Act, 1920. 


THERE HAS, PERHAPS, never been so singular and speedy a 
change of statute law as the proposed repeal of the Corn Pro- 
duction Acts, 1917 and 1920, for this is the proper title of the 
Corn Production Act, 1917, so far as still operative, and Part I 
of the Agriculture Act, 1920. Part I, indeed, consists of amend- 
ments of the Act of 1917, which was a temporary measure, 
providing a minimum price for wheat and oats, a minimum wage 
for agricultural workmen, and power for the Board of Agri- 
culture to enforce the proper cultivation of land. With the first 
two matters we are not immediately concerned. The third matter 
was regulated by s. 9 of the Act of 1917, and this was repealed 
and replaced by s. 4 of the Act of 1920. We need not recapitu- 
late the provisions which were designed to secure proper manage- 
ment. We discussed them in some detail shortly after the 
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passing of the Act (ante, pp. 306 ef seq.). 
tion, perhaps, was the power for the Minister of Agriculture to 
intervene in a case of gross mismanagement such as to prejudice 
materially the production of food or the welfare of those engaged 
in the cultivation of the estate, and appoint a receiver and 
Apparently all this is to go, for the result of the 
S08SCAWEN 


manager 
decision of the Government was stated by Sir ARTHUR 
on the 8th ult 
This decision involves also the repeal of the provisions relating 
to the minimum wage for agricultural workers and to the control of 
cultivation by the State, which are contained in Part I of the 
Avriculture Act and in the Corn Production Act.” 
Sut for the actual extent of the proposed repeal we must wait 
for the text of the repealing Bill. 


as follows 


Shares with no Par Value. 

In rvs issue of the 10th inst. the City Editor of The Times 
refers to a suggestion of a correspondent that the distribution of 
a reserve fund in bonus shares involves no real change in the 
financial position of a company. “ The change is merely a verbal 
The item reserve fund disappears from the capital account, 
and the same amount is added to the heading called share capital 
The capital of the company has not been increased, and no 
distribution of profits has been made, whatever the directors may 
say.’ The Editor's comment is that this goes too far, but he agrees 
with his correspondent’s main contention, which is that the 
‘does not alter the position of one 
Their title to a defined 


one 


capitalization of reserves 
shareholder in relation to 
proportion of the profits remains the same.’ This idea has been 
incorporated in legislation in the United States, initiated in 
New York in 1912, twenty 
States, authorizing the issue of shares having no par value. An 
interesting account of the movement is contained in an article in 
the Minnesota Law Review for this month, and we propose to 
consider the matter more fully hereafter. It iscontended that to 
affix a nominal pecuniary value to shares obscures the true financial 
position, and that what shareholders and creditors are really 
interested in is the actual state of the assets after allowing for 
liabilities. This seems to exclude the possibility of bonus shares, 
and, indeed, of a reserve fund out of which they can come. The 
principle is the same as in the ownership of a ship in shares, and 
the former New River shares are another instance. We do not 
remember any notice of the movement having been so far taken 
in this country 


another 


and since extended to some other 


Trade Unions and Profit-Sharing Schemes 


We can only note briefly here the very important decision 


of the Court of Appeal in Braithwaite v. Amalgamated Society of 
Carpenters, Cabinet Makers, and Joiners (Times, 14th inst.), on 
which we hope to comment more fully hereafter. The point in 
this case turned on whether or not the Chancery Division has 
power to injunction restraining a trade union from 
expelling members who accept employment from a firm which 
confers on its employees the benefit of participation ina profit- 
sharing scheme. Mr. Justice Eve had refused an injunction, 
considering that such a remedy was an interference by the court 
with the internal management of trade-union affairs, and therefore 
expressly disallowed by the Trade Union Acts of 1871 and 1906 
He distinguished the case of Osborne v. Amalgamated Society of 
Railway Servants (1911, 2 Ch. 540), where a railway servant 
expelled from his trade union for refusing to pay a political levy 
was held entitled to an injunction restraining the union from 
expelling him; but in that case the injunction was granted 
because the act of the trade union in attempting to raise a 


issue an 


compulsory levy for political purposes was wholly ultra vires of 
In the present case, Mr. Justice 
Eve had felt that their action in forbidding permission to the 
employees to participate in profit sharing schemes was essentially 


their powers as a trade union 


of an industrial character and therefore intra vires : Chamberlain’ s 
Wharf v. Smith (1902, 1 Ch. 605). The Court of Appeal, however, 
took a novel view. They concluded that the rule under which 
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scheme of employment which violated trade-union rules, was 
not wide enough to give power to expel a person who accepted 
co-partnership benefits. The action of the union was therefore 
ultra vires of their own rules. 


General Smuts’ Theory of the British Constitution. 
EARLIER IN THE YEAR we published a series of articles setting 
out the very interesting and novel theory of the British Con- 
stitution which has been publicly put forward by General Smuts 
on various recent occasions. General Smuts is now in Great 
Britain as a delegate to the Imperial Conference, and we see 
from an account of press interviews with him in The Times of 
Monday, that he has lost no time in calling public attention to his 
theory. In his view, there is a great and growing party inevery 
sritish colony, but perhaps especially in South Africa, who are 
perfectly content to live under the British Crown within the 
British Empire as free sister-nations, but are not prepared to 
live in subordination to an Executive and Legislature elected in 
Great Britain. The supremacy of the Crown over every part of 
the British Dominions is accepted cheerfully ; the supremacy of 
the British Parliament over Dominion Parliaments, and any 
claim on its part to legislate for the Dominions, is rejected as 
inconsistent with full nationhood on their part. It is essential, 
therefore, in order to secure the loyal co-operation of the Colonies 
inside the Empire, that any claim of superior status and authority 
for the United Kingdom Parliament should be abandoned. This 
view, which resembles the old Cavalier theory of the Colonies as 
Royal Plantations, was rejected by Cromwell and the Puritan 
party when they asserted in England the superiority of the 
Parliament over the King. They claimed, not very logically, a 
similar supremacy of Parliament in the colonies—-not a supremacy 
of the local legislatures, but of the British Legislature. This 
claim, as we pointed out in our articles, was never accepted in 
America and was the real cause of the American Revolution. 
To-day, the Puritan view, although still put forward in legal 
theory, has been losing its hold in practice over Imperial states- 
men. No great Dominion is now interfered with in the manage- 
ment of purely internal affairs, and a certain quasi-independence 
is recognized by the Treaty of Versailles, which allows each 
Dominion separate representation in the League of Nations. 


Premiums and the Rent Restriction Act. 

Tue Court of Appeal has just dismissed the appeal of the 
plaintiff in Remmington v. Larchin (Times, 15th inst.), one of 
the most important of recent decisions under the Rent Restriction 
Act, 1920. Here the tenant of a house at Wandsworth Common, 
holding a three years’ agreement, desired to give up his tenancy 
at the end of the first year. Without his landlord’s knowledge 
he inserted in the Daily Telegraph the following advertisement : 

‘‘ Unfurnished house to let, best part Wandsworth Common ; five 
bed, box room, two reception, bath room, kitchen, scullery, small 
garden; three years’ agreement; vacant June Ist; £48 p.a. and 
rates ; £180 secures.—Write (., Box 1,139, Daily Telegraph, Fleet- 
street, E.C.4.”’ 

The landlord had agreed to release him from the unexpired 
residue of his tenancy on his offering a suitable substitute, but 
did not know that he proposed to obtain a profit of £180 by the 
novation. The plaintiff replied to this advertisement, paid the 
premium of £180, and eventually obtained a new tenancy from 
the landlord at a slightly higher rent, certain fixtures being 
included. All this happened before the Act of 1920 was passed 
into law. The effect of that Act, when subsequently enacted, 
is to make premiums in certain cases recoverable, and the plaintiff 
sued the tenant to recover his premium. He failed in the County 
Court; in the Divisional Court, Mr. Justice BarLHacueE took one 
view and Mr. Justice SHEARMAN another, so that the appeal 
was automatically dismissed ; finally, on appeal to the Court of 
Appeal, consisting of Lord Justices Bankes, ScruTron and 
Arktn, he has again failed. This decision is therefore a clear 
authority for the proposition, much doubted, that s. 8 of the 
Rent and Mortgage Interest Act, 1920, does not disentitle a 
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tenant from charging a premium for surrendering in favour of a 
new tenant his rights under a tenancy agreement ; but is confined 
in its operation to landlords and mortgagees, who claim a form 
of premium in similar circumstances. 


Section 8 of the Rent Restriction Act, 1920. 

THE POINT is a very interesting and difficult one, as may be 
gathered from the fact that two such able judges as SHEARMAN 
and Bartnacue, JJ., took opposite views upon it. The material 
words of the section are these : 

““A person shall not, as a condition of the grant, renewal, or con 
tinuance of a tenancy or sub-tenancy of any dwelling-house to which 
this Act applies require the payment of any fine, premium, or other 
like sum, or the giving of any pecuniary consideration, in addition to 
the rent, and where any such payment or consideration has been 
made or given in respect of any such dweiling-house under an agreement 
made after the 25th day of March 1920, the amount or value thereof 
shall be recoverable by the person by whom it was made or given.” 

It is obvious that this section creates a difficulty. Indeed, as 
Lord Justice Bankes said in delivering the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal, there is no section whatever in the Rent 
Restriction Act, 1920, which does not create difficulties. In the 
earlier Rent Restriction Act of 1915, a similar clause was inserted, 
but expressly restricted in its application to the case of landlords 
who attempt to recover a premium. Here no such express 
restriction of meaning is to be found, and the section is therefore 
highly ambiguous. But it is one of a group of sections headed 
“ Further restrictions and obligations on landlords and mort 

gagees ’’; this rubric, while not conclusive, suggests that the 
remedy given is against such parties alone. Moreover, the section 
is a penal section, and by an ancient and admirable rule—too 
often ignored to-day in the courts—-where a section is penal in 
its operation, any ambiguities in it must be interpreted in the 
way most favourable to persons whom it is proposed to penalize 

For these reasons the Court of Appeal overruled the very wide 
and unrestricted language occurring in s. 8, and read into it a 
limitation which permits third parties, but forbids landlords and 
mortgagees, to make a profif out of the parting with premises 
which are within the statutory limits of value. In concluding, 
it may be of assistance if we remind our readers that the second 
statutory increase of ten per cent. on the net rent under s. 2 
(1) (c), comes into operation on 2nd July, but is only effective 
after four weeks’ notice given on June 2nd. 


Caveat Emptor. 

In THESE latter days, judges are not so ready as once they were 
to enforce against a purchaser the salutary principle of self 
reliance expressed in the Latin maxim, Caveat Emptor. But 
this is still a fundamental rule of the contract of sale, where 
personal chattels are concerned, subject always to express 
warranties, statutory implied warranties under the Sale of Goods 
Act, 1893, and certain doctrines of equity and of mercantile 
law in the case of contracts uberrimae fidei. In the sale of horse: 
and dogs, in particular, there lingers more of the old common law 
spirit, which occasioned the rule, than there does elsewhere 
tn such contracts, unless a purchaser is protected by express 
warranties which he can prove, it is not much use his coming 
to the court for assistance. The meaning of terms in express 
warranties, however, sometimes occasions an interesting point of 
law. A case in point is that of Richard v. Pownceby (Times, 7th 
inst.), where Battnacue, J. had to consider a claim for damages 
for breach of warranty on the sale of a sporting dog. The dog 
was bought at a sale of sporting dogs at Aldridge’s. It was 
described as “very stylish, absolutely reliable in every wey, 
and a certain field trial winner.” 











This sounds rather like a | 


trade advertisement, and in days of not so long ago most judges | 
would have been inclined to treat this description as a mere trade | 
puff, not as a warranty; so that the purchaser would have 
been left under the operation of the maxim, Caveat Emptor 
But Mr. Justice BatLHacue construed it as a warranty that the 
dog was free from physical defects; he also held that there was 
an implied warranty, apart from the description, by exposure 


| 


for sale at Aldridge’s, that the dog was fit for sporting purposes. 
As a matter of fact, according to the plaintiff's veterinary witness, 
whose evidence the judge accepted, the dog suffered from 
cataract in both eyes. Expert evidence was called, rather need- 
lessly perhaps, to show that a dog suffering from cataract is 
not suitable for sporting purposes—a fact most laymen would be 
inclined to take for granted. The judge, having found that there 
was a warranty of suitability for sporting purposes and that the 
dog was suffering from cataract, naturally found a verdict for 
the plaintiff. The dog had been re-sold at a lower price, so that 
the measure of damages was the difference between the price paid 
by the plaintiff and the lower price obtained on the re-sale. 
Incidentally, this reduced the damages to a less sum than fifty 
pounds, so that the unfortunate plaintiff, although he succeeded, 
only got costs on the « ounty court scale. 


The late Commissioner Rentoul, K.C., on Honesty in 

Lawyers. 

ONE OF THE MOST interesting of all the many books of legal 
reminiscences that have appeared of late years is the posthumous 
memoirs of the late Commissioner Rentrout, K.C., who from 1902 
till his death in 1919 was one of the judges of the Central Criminal 
Court and the City of London Court. A genial and pleasant 
conversationalist, and the best after-dinner speaker in England, 
the late Commissioner RENrovuL made no pretention to great 
legal learning or to profound moral earnestness ; but, in reality, 
had more claim to both than many more pretentious persons. 
His love of fairness, canny humour, and quiet common sense 
generally helped him to do substantial justice in most cases that 
came before him. It will be gathered from his reminiscences that 
Commissioner Rentout formed a high opinion of the honesty 
and honour of advocates, in both branches of the profession. 
He very rarely found a legat advocate deliberately deceive him, 
or even conceal the truth from him, whereas laymen conducting 
their own cases frequently did so. And where lawyers occasion- 
ally stoop to indefensible departures from straightforwardness, 
he justly points out that the lay client invariably wishes his 
lawyer to do so, and never by any chance disapproves of his so 
doing. In fact, whenever laymen have a case of their own, 
they are generally blinded by belief in the justice of their cause 
into a certain unscrupulousness as to the means of winning victory : 
they are genuinely annoyed and surprised when their solicitor 
or counsel refuses to take some questionable step they wish him 
to take. Indeed, one of the difficulties which face solicitors is the 
extraordinarily perverge ingenuity with which the client very 
often conceals from his legal adviser damaging facts adverse to his 
case : they only come out in the witness-box, to the unfair discredit 
of the advocate or the solicitor. The Commissioner gives an 
interesting example of this, based on his own experience. He 
once appeared with a junior for a curate who defended a divorce 
suit in which he was co-respondent. The wife did not appear : 
this fact damaged the curate, and the husband got heavy damages. 
The solicitor and both counsel felt that there had been a mis- 
carriage of justice; so did the trial judge, who informally 
advised them to ask for a new trial, and to find the respondent 
(who had disappeared) before the appeal was heard. So adver- 
tisements were issued in many papers, imploring the wife to 
disclose her whereabouts and vindicate the innocence of the curate 
by giving evidence in the box. The latter told his lawyers that 
the woman had fled out of fear of her husband, and that he had 
merely protected her. He protested his innocence on his honour, 
and even advised them as to the best paper in which to advertise 
for her. At the appeal, it turned out that the woman had been 
living in the curate’s rooms all the time. Yet the latter seemed to 
think he had done a perfectly legitimate and honourable thing in 
deceiving his legal advisers. 


The Prerogative of the King’s Proctor. 

A ctam was definitely put forward on behalf of the King’s 
Proctor in Withers v. Withers and Collingwood, King’s Proctor 
showing cause (Times, 15th inst.) which can only be regarded as 
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unfortunate. Here a petitioner sought a divorce on account of 
his wife’s adultery. He had himself on some previous occasion 
committed adultery, but it had been condoned by his wife and 
the parties had lived together again until the wife committed 
adultery. The King’s Proctor intervened to ask for a rescission 
of the decree, denying condonation, and also arguing that in any 
case condonation did not operate so as to entitle a guilty but 
forgiven spouse to rely afterwards on a matrimonial offence by 
the other spouse. Without deciding whether or not this claim 
of the King’s Proctor is right, the trial judge decided to exercise 
his statutory discretion in favour of the husband in accordance 
with the principle that such a discretion can be exercised not- 
withstanding the adultery of the petitioner, in a proper case : 
Wilson v. Wilson (1920, P. 20). Sut it is unfortunate that a 
claim of this kind to oppose a divorce on a very technical ground 
should be put forward at the present day. The duty of the 
King’s Proctor is to prevent collusion and to see that divorces 
are not obtained by a fraud on the court, or by an unworthy 
party. It is, surely, no part of his duty to oppose the grant of a 
decree to a meritorious petitioner. In the present case, the second 
of the King’s Proctor’s grounds for opposition, namely, that 
condonation by the wife binds the wife but not the Crown, seems 
to imply a radically mistaken view of the reasons for which his 
office exists. According to the argument on his behalf, as 
summarised in his judgment by the trial judge, the King’s 
Proctor actually contended that adultery is an offence, that as 
such it disentitles anyone who commits it from obtaining relief 
by way of divorce, and that it is the duty of the Crown, as 
represented by the King’s Proctor, to relentlessly insist on this 
penalty, even when the injured party has condoned the offence. 
It is regrettable that so reactionary a view should be advanced 
to-day. 








The Law of Property Bill. 


Settlements. 


Most of the complications attending the transfer of land are 
due to the existence of settlements, and the real test of the 
system of conveyancing proposed to be introduced by the Law 
of Property Bill will lie in its efficacy in getting rid of these 
complications. The case of an absolute owner presents no 
difficulties ; a conveyance by him is simple enough under the 
existing system. And but little trouble is caused by the existence 
of mortgages; moreover, the conveyancing difficulties caused by 
settlements vary according to the form of settlement adopted. 
If it takes the form of a personalty settlement, the land is con- 
veyed or devised in trust for sale, and the interests of the 
beneficiaries attach upon the proceeds of sale. It was the 
extension of this system which formed one of the leading features 
of the original Part I of the Bill. But although that feature 
has been dropped—or, at least, modified—trusts for sale will 
remain probably the most efficacious way of simplifying the 
title to land. The conveyancer’s difficulties arise in the main 
in connection with real settlements, and then the omission of a 
trust for sale makes it necessary to rely on the statutory powers 
of a tenant for life, and since these do not necessarily override 
all interests existing in the land—interests, for instance, arising 
prior to the current settlement and charges for moneys actually 
raised under that settlement—the statement of the provisions 
of the various settlements affecting the land accounts for most 
of the length of abstracts. 

The fundamental principle of the proposed system is to vest 
the legal estate in fee simple in the land in a person who is either 
beneficial owner of the fee simple—that is, an absolute owner ; 
or trustees who hold on trust for sale; or a person of full age 
who is beneficially entitled under a settlement for life only ; or, 
where there is no such tenant for life, the “ statutory owner ” ; 
that is, “ the trustees of the settlement or other persons who, 
during a minority, or at any other time when there is no tenant 








| for life of full age, have the powers of a tenant for life under 


the Settled Land Acts” (clause 185(22)). All these persons have 
the legal fee simple vested in them and can convey it; in the 
first case, by virtue of absolute ownership, and there is no need 
to inquire further when ownership in fee simple appears upon 
the title and there is nothing to qualify it; in the second case, 
by virtue of the trust for sale, and then it must appear that the 
trust was created bya beneficial owner in fee simple. But in the 
third case the owner of the legal estate in fee simple cannot 
convey by himself; he can only convey when he obtains the 
concurrence of the Settled Land Act trustees to whom the 
purchase money will be paid; and in the fourth case, the 
statutory owner, while he combines in himself the functions of 
tenant for life and Settled Land Act trustees, must show that the 
circumstances are such as to place him—or, more usually, them— 
in this position. Moreover, if there is anything more than a 
plain conveyance of the entire property, without special incidents, 
it will be necessary to show that the transaction is authorized 
by the Settled Land Acts or special extensions of the powers 
under them. 

The details of the scheme of the Bill wtih regard both to 
trusts for sale and settlements are relegated to schedules. 
Clause 11 provides that 

“11. For protecting purchasers acquiring land under a trust for 
sale, and the persons beneficially interested in the proceeds of sale 
or in the land until sale and for facilitating dealings with land held 


on trust for sale (including a partition among the persons interested) 
the provisions contained in the Fourth Schedule to this Act shall 
have effect.” 

And clause 12 provides : 

“12. For assimilating the method of settling land to that employed 
in settling personal estate ; for securing that settled land shall be 
vested in the tenant for life of full age or other persons who, during 
a minority, or at any other time when there is no tenant for life of 
full age, have the powers of a tenant for life ; for providing for the 
devolution thereof on a death to personal representatives until an 
assent is given ; for protecting equitable interests under a settlement 
by requiring capital money to be paid to at least two trustees (except 
in the case of a corporation) or into court; and for protecting trustees 
of settlements and purchasers of settled land, the provisions contained 
in the Fifth Schedule to this Act shall have effect. 

Incidentally we may observe that clauses 15 and 16 in Part I 
contain important provisions for protecting purchasers against 
death duties and bankruptcies, and these are a very beneficial 
feature of the scheme. As to trusts for sale, it will be found, 
on turning to the Fourth Schedule, that various difficulties which 
arise in connection with settlements made in this form are 
provided for. Where there is a conveyance on trust for sale and 
a settlement of the proceeds of sale by a separate deed, there is 
frequently trouble because vacancies in the trusteeship under 
the two deeds are not uniformly filled up by appointment of 
the same persons. Paragraph 1 of the Fourth Schedule provides 
for this being done, but so that a purchaser shall not be bound 
to see that it is done. He is only concerned with the trustees 
of the conveyance. Paragraph 2 removes certain difficulties as 
to consents to the sale. Paragraph 3 (1) is as follows : 

‘“*3.—(1) A purchaser of a legal estate from trustees for sale shall 
not be concerned with the trusts affecting the proceeds of sale of land 
subject to a trust for sale (whether made to attach to such proceeds 
by virtue of this Act or otherwise), or affecting the rents and profits 
of the land until sale, whether or not those trusts are declared by the 
same instrument by which the trust for sale is created.” 

It may be useful to insert this as the rule applicable to such 
trusts, but, of course, it only declares the cardinal principle on 
which they are based. The purchaser has only to satisfy himself 
that there is a trust for sale. He pays the purchase money 
to the trustees, and the responsibility then rests with them. But 
sub-paragraph (2) goes on to provide that there must always be 
two trustees to receive the money, without prejudice, however, 
to the right of a sole personal representative to give a valid 
receipt. Paragraph 4 confers on trustees for sale powers of 
management till sale; these will be the powers of a tenant for 
life under the Settled Land Acts, and the powers of management 
conferred by s. 42 (2) and (3) of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. 
The statutory introduction of these powers will effect a convenient 
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ehortening of conveyances on trust for sale; and under 
paragraph 5 the powers may be delegated to the person entitled 
until sale to the net rents and profits of the land. 


The leading proposal of the Bill with regard to real settlements, 
although it appears to be novel, is in fact simply an application 
to such settlements of the recognized practice with regard to 
settlements by way of trust for sale, and this is indicated in the 
opening words of clause 12 (supra). There are to be two deeds, 
one conveying the land, and the other declaring the trusts of 
the settlement. This is provided by the first paragraph in the 
Fifth Schedule, which is as follows : 

1.—(1) After the commencement of this Act every settlement of 
land inter vivos shall be effected as follows, and in no other way, 
namely :— : 

There shall (save as hereinafter mentioned) be two deeds, one of 
which (in this Act referred to as ‘“‘the vesting deed’’) shall be'a 
conveyance of the land, for the estate or interest the subject of the 
settlement, and shall appoint trustees for the purposes of the 

Settled Land Acts, and the other of which (in this Act referred to 

as “the trust deed ’’) shall declare the trusts affecting the settled 

land, appoint trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts, 
and shall bear any ad valorem stamp duty which may be payable 

(whether by virtue of the conveyance or otherwise) in respect of 

the settlement. 


And if we look further we find that the “ vesting deed ” follows 
closely the contents of a conveyance on trust for sale, with the 
necessary modifications rendered necessary by the division of 
functions between the tenant for life and the Settled Land Act 
trustees ; and by the existence of the statutory powers of the 
tenant for life. It is essential in any such deed, which is meant to 
regulate the powers of disposition as regards third persons, 
that the deed should identify these persons and define their 
powers. A conveyance on trust for sale identifies the trustees as 
the persons to exercise the trust, and it confers upon them any 
powers incident to such exercise or to the management of the 
land till sale. As we have just seen, it is proposed to confer 
powers of management by statute, just as powers of management 
are conferred on the tenant fortife by the Settled Land Acts. This 
is another point in which the law will be rendered more uniform. 
The vesting deed will proceed on the same lines, but it will 
have to identify both the tenant for life and Settled Land Act 
trustees. This done, all the powers of these Acts are exercisable, 
and a purchaser need not inquire further. If any powers in 
extension of the statutory powers are wanted, these must be 
inserted in the vesting deed, and this deed must also show who is 
to appoint new trustees. Such accordingly are the matters 
prescribed by paragraph 2 (1) of the Fifth Schedule as the essential 
contents of a vesting deed. This, of course, is only an outline 
of the matter, but it may be useful for the purpose of showing 
how the system, though it may at first appear complicated, 
will in fact be very simple in practice. But it remains to 
consider to what extent the tenant for life, in whom the legal 
fee is vested, is enabled by his conveyance to override other 
interests in the land; how the question of compound settlements 
is dealt with; and how the statutory powers at present existing 
under the Settled Land Acts are extended. Then, again, the 
system has to be adapted to existing settlements and to settlements 
arising under wills. These matters depend on the general 
provisions of Part I, and on the amendments of the Settled Land 
Acts contained in Part II, as well as on the provisions of the 


Fifth Schedule. Into all the details it will not be practicable to’ 


go, but we shall attempt in another article to fill up the outline 
presented above. 
(To be continued.) 


James Ryder, trading as Heath & Heather, herb specialists, was fined 
£20 at St. Albans on the 9th inst. for being in possession of a quantity of 
herb smoking mixture for the purpose of mixing with tobacco. It was 
stated on behalf of the Customs and Excise authorities that while a herbal 
smoking mixture can be sold without paying duty, it cannot legally be 
advertised as suitable for mixture with tobacco. The defendant pleaded 
ignorance. 








Licence to Commit a Nuisance. 


A doctrine of law which is still rather obscure was elucidated 
to some slight extent in the recent case of Attorney-General and 
others v. Cory Brothers & Co. Limited (1921, A.C. 521). Here 
there arose the question, by no means completely solved even 
yet, whether or no there can ever be, strictly speaking, a 
licence to commit @ nuisance or, put perhaps more accu- 
rately, a licence to do an act in such a way as to smount 
to a nuisance. It is clear, of course, that no private person 
can authorise another to commit an act which is a public 
nuisance, or a private nuisance to third parties. Any such 
act would be a joint-tort, both licensee and’ licensor being 
liable as joint tort-feasors to any persons damnified by the act. 
But, as between the parties themselves, it is quite possible, 
on grounds of principle, that A may authorise B to commit a 
private nuisance against A; a licence tocommit such a nuisance is 
in exactly.the same legal category asa licence to commit a trespass 
on one’s land. Suppose, however, A authorises B to commit 
an act which amounts to a public nuisance from which A suffers 
special damage: can B successfully plead such authority, if 
sued by A, ae. will the licence be one which the law would 
recognise, notwithstanding the public mischief involved in the 
act ? 

Unfortunately, in the case just quoted, although the arguments 
and the judgments get close to this point at times, the actual 
facts rendered possible a decision which avoided it. But the 
problems which arose, and the manner in which the House of 
Lords solved them, are not without their interest. The facts 
are simple, and admit of a very brief statement. A colliery 
company had obtained a licence from neighbouring landowners 
to tip colliery spoil on their land. This, in itself, of course, is 
not open to any objection. But it so happened that the land on 
which the spoil was to be tipped was a hillside, bounded by a 
road vested in the local urban district council. The spoil was 
tipped in such amounts that it caused a landslide. The landslide 
damaged and caused an obstruction to the road, as well as to 
houses belonging to the landowners who gave the licence them- 
selves. Both the parties thus injured took proceedings, the 
Attorney-General on the relation of the urban district council 
in respect of the damage done to the road, and the landowners 
on account of the damage done to their houses. Tomake a long 
story short, both were successful on appeal to the House of Lords, 
which reversed a contrary decision of the Court of Appeai, 
and restored a judgment of Mr. Justice Sarcant. The council 
recovered damages, partly on the ground that the colliery company 
had placed a “ dangerous thing” on the land and must keep 
it there “at their peril ” (Fletcher v. Rylands, 1868, L.R. 3 
H.L. 330), and partly on the ground that the company had been 
guilty of negligence. The landowners succeeded on the ground 
that their licence to the company was merely a licence to tip 
the colliery spoil, provided it could be done without committing 
a private or public nuisance : Pwllbach Colliery Co. v. Woodman 
(1915, A.C. 634). But, as often happens, the chief interest in 
the case lies in the interesting discussion on the principles 
involved. 

Now, it seems clear, as regards the injury done to the road, 
that there are at least three different ways of looking at the 
facts, which in law would support an action in tort for injury 
totheroad. Inthe first place, the landslide on the road amounted 
to an obstruction of the road, which, if caused deliberately or 
by negligence, is a public nuisance. For such a nuisance the 
road authority can indict the nuisance-feasor, or can recover 
their special damages in tort. Clearly the author of the nuisance 
is any person whose acts have, in the ordinary and probable 
course of events, rendered certain the arising of such nuisance. 
And, therefore, the question at once suggests itself, does the 
tipping of colliery spoil on a hillside near a road lead to an obstruc- 
tion of that road, as a natural and probable consequence, or is 
the result too remote for legal responsibility? The answer 
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seems to depend on whether the amount tipped was reasonable 
or unreasonable in all the circumstances of the The 
House took this view, and held that, on the facts, Mr. Justice 
SARGANT was right in considering the amount to be unreasonable 
and likely to cause a landslide. That question of fact being so 
decided, the company are clearly the authors of the obstruction 
and injury to the highway, and therefore are liable in damages 


case. 


to the authority which has to repair it. 

Apart, however, from the special prin iple of * public nuisance,” 
and the legal consequences it entails, a second ground of legal 
liability is clearly indicated. A colliery tip, in the circumstances, 
is a “* dangerous thing ’’ which the owner must keep at his peril, 
within the principle of Fletcher v. Rylands (supra), and the less 
known old case of Tenant v. Goldwin (1704, 1 Salk, 360), wher 
Lord Hout suggested that such a liability would arise where a 
man makes a great heap on the border of his ground, with the 
result that it tumbles down and injures his neighbour. “ He 
whose dirt it is, must keep it that it may not trespass.” 
It is not quite certain how far this ground is distinct from that 
of public nuisance. The keeping of a dangerous thing near a 
highway upon which it escapes is probably in itself a public 
nuisance, and actionable, as well as indictable, in a proper case 


he said, ** 


where damage results 

But still another ground of liability occurs to the mind. 
one who brings his person or property in contiguity to those of 
his neighbour must take care that they do not collide with the 
latter If he neglects to take reasonable care to avoid such 
collision, then he is guilty of the tort of negligence Here the 
tipping of spoil on a hillside near a road is the bringing of one’s 
* with that of the council in whom the 
tak« 
collision between one’s property and the road, which collision 
will damage the latter The question of what is 
seems to de pend on the quantity of colliery spoil deposited on the 
hillside This 


view was stated by the House of Lords as an alternative reason 


Kvery- 


property into proximity 


road is vested, and one must reasonable care to avoid a 
reasonable 


To at posit an excessive quantity 18 negligent. 


for allowing the urban district conneil to recover damages. 

There does not really seem much difficulty about the respon- 
sibility of the colliery company as regards the injury to the road 
But the case, obviously, is very much more difficult when one 
comes to the injury done to the landowners’ own houses. The 
landowners had certainly authorised the deposit of the colliery 
spoil. Such deposit is an integral part of the carrying on of a 
legitimate trade, that of winning and getting coal. A licence to 
carry on a trade authorises everything which is necessary to the 
carrying on of the trade: Puwllbach Colliery Co. v. Woodman 
(supra) It would seem, therefore, primé facie to authorise the 
deposit of the colliery spoil in the ordinary way of the trade, 
and to the extent necessary in the ordinary carrying on of the 
mining undertaking 

But, here, three difficulties arise. The carrying on of a trade 
may involve acts which are a Such be 
absolutely essential to the execution of the undertaking, or they 
may be convenient but not absolutely unavoidable. In the 
former case, the maxim volenti non fil enpuria clearly is applicable. 
He who consents to an act which necessarily involves a nuisance 
cannot complain of the nuisance. But in the latter case, the 
result is different. The carrying on of the trade without com 
mitting a nuisance is possible and severable from the carrying of it 
The licence must, 


nuisance. acts may 


on in such a way as to amount to a nuisance 
therefore, be read in a restricted sense ; it is a licence to carry on 
the trade, provided it is not so carried on as to constitute a 
nuisance. The commission of acts amounting to a nuisance are a 
violation of the licence, or at any rate are in excess of the licence. 
They are, therefore, an injury to the licensor which he cannot be 
held to have authorised, and for which he can sue the licenses 
and recover damages 

But still another refinement arises 
nuisance is inseparable from the execution of the licensed under- 
taking, so that the licence certainly authorises a nuisance, it 
does not follow that it authorises any and every nuisance the 


K ven if the commission of a 
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licensee may choose to commit. There is, on the contrary, an 
implied condition that the licensee will not act unreasonably or 
negligently ; will not commit more of a nuisance than he can 
help. If he does exceed the necessary degree of nuisance-feasing 
authorised, then his act is unauthorised and becomes the subject 
of a suit in tort at the hands of the injured licensor. Since, on 
the finding of facts here, the licensee had acted unreasonably and 
negligently in tipping so much colliery spoil without doing 
everything to strengthen the hillside, his negligence was a tort 
actionable by the landowners in respect of the damage thereby 
occasioned to their houses. 

Lastly, the point comes up, how far the landowners are debarred 
or estopped from suing the colliery company, because the parties 
are joint tort-feasors, each guilty of a tort to the road, by com- 
mitting and authorising, respectively, the nuisance to that road. 
A difficult question would have arisen here, had the company 
not acted in excess of the licence. But as their conduct was 
outside the authorised limits, it follows that, in respect of the 
nuisance to the road, the parties were not in pari delicto, so that the 
principle does not here exclude the injured party's right of 
indemnity. 








Mercatores in Magna Carta. 


THERE is a famous passage in Magna Carta, on which an 
ingenious attempt has recently been made to found a claim of 
exemption from seizure of goods belonging to foreigners with whom 
this country is at war (see Mr. Farrer’s able and learned article in 
Law Quarterly Review, April, 1921, p. 218). This theory, however, 
seems to turn upon a wholly artificial construction of the Latin 
term ‘* Mercatores,”’ an attempt to read that term as including 
any person possessed of merchandise or chattels. This inter- 
pretation is wholly unsound on grounds of principle. The 
essence of the Middle Ages and their structure of society was the 
division of the community into classes, corporations, societies, 
each possessing a peculiar status and peculiar privilegia of its 
own. A mercalor meant a member of the privileged order or 
fraternity of ‘ Mercatores,’ whose peculiar mark was _ the 
possession of a licence to trade in some particular town. 

For, in medizval times, no subject as such, in any feudal 
country, could claim the right to settle in a town and trade. 
The right of trading resembled the franchise of market; it was a 
privileged liberty vested in an individual or class of individuals. 
Indeed, in all probability, the town was originally a place wherein 
there existed a market; this market was a franchise vested in 
the lord of the manor or those members of the burgesses who had 
acquired and held in trust for their townsmen the manorial rights, 
or Firma burgensis, of the town. This limited class of privileged 
burgesses formed the Gild Merchant, and none but they or their 
duly admitted licensees, could sell in the town-market, or carry 
on buying and selling as a regular trade within the walls of the 
town. Gradually, by comity of merchants, there grew up 
reciprocal rights between the Gilds Merchant of every town in the 
kingdom. A member of the Gild Merchant in one town would be 
admitted to trade in any other town, just as an artisan who 
belonged to the craft-gild of his own vocation in his own town 
would be suffered to exercise his mystery elsewhere as well. And 
gradually the privileges of a Mercator extended to the alien as 
well. Indeed, in the Middle Ages, the distinction between the 
alien who is not the King’s subject and the alien who is, but 
dwells in a different manor subject to a different lord, was only 
beginning to grow up. It had not taken very deep root when 
Magna Carta was drafted. 

The serious student of medieval history, then, may reject 
ingenious but unsound attempts to give Mercator in Magna Carta 
a meaning which is a complete anachronism in any system of 
which preceded the great reconstruction and 
generalizations of Grotius in the closing years of the seventeenth 
century. Indeed, the restricted meaning of Mercator appears 
clearly in the very passage relied on by the advocates of the more 
extensive meaning, namely, the celebrated Chapter Forty-one 
of the Great Charter. It is in these terms :— 

Omnes Mercatores habeant salvum et securum exire de Anglia, 
et venire in Angliam, et morari et ire per Angliam, tam per 
lerram quam per aquam, ad emendum et vendendum, sine omnibus 
malis toltis, per antiquas et rectas consuetudines, preter quam in 
tempore querra, et si sint de terra contra nos qguerrina; et si 
tales invenientur in terra nostra in principio guerra, attachientur 
sine damno corporum et rerum, donec sciatur a nobis vel capitali 
justiciaro nostro quomodo mercatores terre nostra tractentur, qui 
tune invenientur in terra contra nos guerrina ; et si nostri salvi 
sunt ibi, alii salvi sunt in terra nostra.” 
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This piece of masculine and lucid Latin has been translated as 
follows by Professor MacKechnie in his standard treatise on 
Magna Carta (p. 399): 

** All merchants shall have safe and secure exit from England, 
and entry to England, with the right to tarry there and to 
move about as well by land as by water, for buying and selling 
by the ancient and right customs, quit from all evil tolls, 
except in time of war such merchants as are of the land at war 
with us. And if such are found in our land at the beginning of 
the war, they shall be detained, without injury to their bodies 
or goods, until information be received by us, or by our Chief 
Justice as how the merchants of our land found in the land at 
war with us are treated; and if our men are safe there, the 
others shall be safe in our land.”’ 

It is exceedingly difficult to suppose that this passage can refer 
to anything but a special class of persons, possessed of special 
customs recognised by law, and known as Mercatores. 

As a matter of fact, it is impossible to study the economic 
and social history of the Middle Ages, either in England or on 
the Continent, without realising the peculiar importance and 
privileges of the order, Mercatores. Under the Feudal System, 
the King granted out to his subjects three quite distinct and 
different classes of privileges. The first of these, that of Lordship 
over & manor, was the mark of one special class, the noblesse 
or knights. These held their land, either directly or as the result 
of subinfeudation, or by the tenure of military service—knight’s 
tenure. The second class were the priests, to whom the King 
granted the spiritual lordship over his people: they held their 
lands by Frankalmoign or tenure of Divine Service. The third 
class were the holders of the royal franchise of market, i.e., 
the Mercatores or members of the Gild Merchant. These also 
formed a special or privileged class, to whom the King had granted 
the monopoly of buying and selling. The peasant and the 
craftsmen, free although they were, did not possess any of those 
privileges. They were not members of the third estate, as is 
often erroneously imagined. Only the Mercator was a member 
of the third estate, The three estates of the realm in England 
as in France, meant the three privileged orders, superior to the 
common freeman and immeasurably superior to the serf. 
These privileged orders were the Nobles, the Clergy, and the 
Mercatores. Each was governed, to a large extent, by a special 
legal and customary code in addition to, perhaps distinct from, 
that governing the rest of the community. The Laws of Chivalry, 
the Canon Law, and the Lex Mercatoria are these three special 
codes. 

Once it is grasped clearly, that the ‘‘ Mercatores”’ or ** Third 
Estate,’ or members of the “*‘ Gild Merchant” in each town, 
were a special privileged class, one of the three estates of the 
realm, the history of the medizwval world becomes very much 
easier to understand. It is easy to see how three kinds of local 
jurisdiction grew up, that of the Lord, and that of the Church, 
and that of the Gild Merchant, who possessed the monopoly 
of the franchise of market. It is easy to see how the Gild Merchant 
came to buy or rent or usurp the Firma burgensis, and to assume 
the rule over the town. It is easy to see how the Corporation 
grew up, the special privileged body of Mercatores, who alone 
possessed the right to trade or to own burgage tenements in the 
town. It is easy to see how the Gild Marcees was a kind of 
town nobility, while the artisans of the Craft Gilds—the small 
masters—formed the middle class, and the journeymen the lower 
classes. In fact, these three orders, Mercatores, Craftsmen, 
Journeymen corresponded in the towns to lords, freeholders and 
vileins in the countryside manors. In the Church, the correspond- 
ing social division was into bishops, priests, and deacons: there 
being seven orders of the latter. The time-honoured relation 
of the Bishop to the Vicar and of the Vicar to his Curate (often 
only in deacon’s orders) is a survival of the feudal tie. The 
parson was in a sense the vassal of his bishop, and the curate was 
the vassal of his parson. 

As a matter of fact, there is no real reason (except ancient and 
inveterate tradition on the side of an erroneous interpretation) 
for supposing that Mercatores in Chapter Forty-one has anything 
whatever to do with alien merchants. 
Mercatores, whether denizens or aliens. This was pointed out 
clearly to the House of Commons in 1610, by a very learned lawyer 
member of Parliament, William Hakewill, of Lincoln’s Inn, 
in the course of the debate on John Bates’ case (State Trials, LI, 
107-475). He showed that certain statutes of Edward III 
e.g., 2 Edward III, c. 9 and 14 Edward III, c. 21—do clearly 
and unmistakeably embrace denizens as well as aliens, and no one 
doubts that these statutes were intended by their framers merely 
to confirm the provisions of Magna Carta. 

It is indeed difficult to see why the unlimited language of 
Chapter Forty-one, should be artificially restricted to foreign 
merchants. Nothing in the ager seems to require any such 
restriction. Indeed, it is untenable, when once it is grasped that 
the distinction between subject and foreigner was much the same 


to the minds of King John’s time as that between the dweller 
in Whiteacre Manor and the dweller in Blackacre Manor. 
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sometimes been suggested that, unless Mercatores is restricted 
to foreign merchants, it is superfluous to claim for them the right 
of “* safe conduct "’ everywhere in England. But why? Every- 
where in feudal Europe no man had a right to enter the land of 
another without coming under his jurisdiction, unless himself 
protected by membership of a jan am order, such as were 
Knights, Clergymen, Mercatores. The whole meaning of Chapter 
Forty-one is to claim for Mercatores everywhere in England 
this special privilegium or exemption from the local lords or cor- 
porations’ right to seise his person and his chattels as those of an 
‘alien’ trespassing on his manor. It is very unlikely that a 
common freeman entering a manor or town not his own could 
have pleaded any such right to protection. The protection accorded 
the Mercatores, was not a right belonging to everyone, but one 
confined to the privileged member of a privileged estate of the 
realm. 








> : 
Res Judicate. 
Marine Insurance and Contracts of Indemnity. 


Cases in connection with the quantum of damages recoverable 
under a marine insurance policy often turn in reality, although 
not in appearance, upon the application in somewhat complex 
circumstances of the simple rule that a contract of marine 
insurance, unlike one of life insurance, is a mere contract of 
indemnity and nothing more. The assured can never recover 
more than the actual loss he has incurred as the result of an 
insured peril. A recollection of this rule will explain the decision 
of the House of Lords in British and Foreign Insurance Co. v. 
Wilson Shipping Line (1921, A.C, 188). Here a ship, insured 
against perils of the sea, was damaged by a marine risk—covered 
by the policy. Later on, and before she could be repaired, she was 
completely lost as the result of a war-risk, not covered by the 
policy. The question arose whether the owners could recover 
from the underwriters the quantum of loss, measured by the 
estimated cost of repairs, which the underwriters would have had 
to pay had the ship continued her voyage, been duly eye 
and then lost in the next voyage. The House of Lords held that 
the underwriters escaped this liability, not because of any merit 
of their own, but because in fact the owners never did bear the 
loss sought to be recovered. Of course, if the damage done had 
been a cause of the total loss later on, the situation would have been 
different, but it was not. The war-risk was the causa proxima 
of the total loss, which in the circumstances was the only one 
the owners had had to bear. 


Agreements to Live Apart. 


\ question of matrimonial law which often troubles the 
practitioner is the position of a wife who has left her husband 
by mutual consent. Can such a woman say at any time, I desire 
to terminate the mutual agreement, and no longer consent to the 
separation ? No difficulty, of course, arises where there has been 
a proper separation deed, and the husband has continued to make 
all due payments; such a separation is of a continuing nature 
and cannot be terminated by notice from either of the spouses : 
MacGregor v. Mactiregor (1888, 21 Q.B.D. 529). And the same 
principle applies even if the agreement is purely verbal : Russell v. 
Russell (1897, A.C. 395). Of course, the husband by his conduct 
may repudiate the agreement, with the result that the wife can 
treat it as cancelled ; e.g., where he fails to pay the amounts due 
as alimony under the deed without any sufficient excuse, such as 
incapacity to pay. Such failure is an essential breach going 
to the root of the contractual promise, and the court fre- 
quently treats it as repudiation. Indeed, there is a tendency 
among some justices of the peace rather to harshly and unfairly 
infer such repudiation from a mere accidental or temporary 
failure to pay, which ought only to give a right to the wife to sue 
for the unpaid alimony. 

A much more difficult question, however, arises when both 
parties, after a quarrel, decide to live apart in future, without 
separation deed or verbal agreement for alimony. The tendeney 
of wives, when they repent of such an agreement, is to say that 
it was not intended to be continuing, and to take proceedings 
for restitution of conjugal rights so as to secure alimony. The 
Lord Chancellor, however, has just decided in Waller vy. Walter 
(151 L.T.J. 296), that such an agreement—if seriously intended 
and jointly acted on as a real separation—is a bar to the initia- 
tion of proceedings for restitution of the wife. Of course, mutatis 
mutandis the same bar exists against a suit by the husband, 
if he wishes to cancel the earlier separation : but husbands rarely 


bring restitution actions as there is no practicable means of 
enforcing them, and the unfortunate husband has in any event 
to bear the costs. 
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Computation of Increases in Weekly Rent. 


A point of great practical importance arising out of the every- 
day working of the Increase of Rent and Mortgage Interest 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920,came before the Divisional Court in Cardiff 
Corporation vy. Isaac (151 L.T. 316). Needless to say, under the 
statute the rental of a protected house, when it includes rates, can 
be increased by the amount of any increase in the rate, in addition 
to the statutory increase of 40 per cent. in the rent-portion of the 
actual rental. Inthe normal course, the increased demands for 
rates on the part of rating authorities can scarcely correspond 
with the actual dates on which rent is payable in respect of 
tenancies. Where, then, an increase of rates operates from an 
intermediate date in the middle of a tenancy period, the question 
arises how the increase chargeable on the tenant is to be appor- 
tioned between old and new rates. The actual facts in Cardiff 
Corporation v. Isaac will make this clearer. In Cardiff rates are 
for half-yearly periods expiring on 31st March and 
30th September respectively. A new rate was made on 17th 
May, 1920, for the half-year commencing Ist April and terminating 
on 30th September. The increase of the total half-year’s rate 
on the premises concerned in this case was £1 18s. Obviously 
a part of this has to be borne by the tenant, and the question is, 
how is that part to be calculated? The landlord gave notice 
immediately on receipt of the assessment, increasing the tenant’s 
rent by 2s. a week, or one-nineteenth of this amount. He arrived 
at the denominator nineteen, by computing the number of weeks 
from l7th May (the date when the rate was allowed) to 30th 
September, the end of the rating period. This imposes on the 
tenant, spread over nineteen weeks, the whole burden of the 
increase paid by the landlord himself, and seems primé facie both 
equitable and within the intent of the statute. But the Divisional 
Court took a different view. They held that the proper denomina- 
tor is twenty-six, the number of weeks in one half-year, and that 
the weekly increase must be only one-twenty-sixth of the half- 
year’s increase in the rates. This means that the landlord would 
only get in nineteen twenty-sixth’s of the amount he had to pay 
before 30th September, when the rating period expired, and 
seems Obviously unfair to him. But, said the court, he can go on 
collecting extra rate each week for seven weeks after 31st 
September, until the whole increase is paid. So that unless his 
house becomes empty on that date, the landlord is not damnified. 
The question is only important as between an incoming and 
outgoing tenant, the latter of whom would suffer if the landlord’s 
contention had prevailed. 
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Bouch v. Sproule (12 App. Cas. 385), applied, 


Appeal by the Crown in two cases raising the question whether a dividend 
of a limited company declared out of its current annual profits and distri- 
buted in the form of shares of the company was income of the recipient for 
the purposes of super-tax, t.e., whether it was part of the recipient’s total 
income from all sources withi : s. 66 of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, or 
whether it was exempt from super-tax by reason of its having become 
capital. Rowtarrt, J., a‘lirming adecision of the Commissioners for Special 


Purposes of the Income Tax decided this question in favour of the share- | 
64 Son. J.548 ; | 


holders, and his decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal 
1920, 2 K.B. 687. After consideration, the House, by a majority, dismissed 
the appeal. 





Lorp Hatpane said it appeared to him that the Court of Appeal had 
rightly held that the question was concluded adversely to the Crown by the 
decision of this House in Bouch v. Sproule (12 App. Cas. 385). He was, 
therefore, of opinion, both on principle and on authority, that the transac- 
tion in the present case was one in which the company was in law dominant 
on the question whether the money was to be capital or income for all 
purposes, and he did not think that in the circumstances of this case the 
respondent received any income or profits at all. It followed the appeal in 
each case failed. 

Lorp Frxtay said that in the present case there was no option at all, 
and there was no ground for saying that the bonus was ever received as 
income. The super-tax applied only to income and to income received in 
payment. : 

Lorp Cave, in agreeing, pointed out that in Swan Brewery Co. v. King, 
L'm. (1914 A.C. 231), it was held that transactions similar to those now in 
question were in effect a declaration of a dividend within the meaning of the 
Dividend Duties Act, 1902, of Western Australia. Had it not been for the 
definition clause in the Act, the decision in that case would have been 
inconsistent with the decision of this House in Bouch v. Sproule (12 App. Cas. 
385). He also referred to Eisner v. McComber (1920, 40 8.C.R. 189), in 
which a similar question arose for the decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States. The law there differed from ours, but the luminous reasoning 
of Pitney, J., compelled him to assent to it. 

Lorp Duneptn differed. The way the question presented itself to his 
mind was this: The company accumulated a large sum of profits on which 
it duly paid income tax. What could it do with them? It might have 
done nothing in which case the money would just have remained part of the 
assets of the company. The expression “ floating capital’ was rather a 
convenient form of description than a legal definition of the nature of the 
fund. It might have paid it to its shareholders as dividends, in which case 
it was obvious that the recipient shareholder, if his income was above the 
minimum figure, would have had to include the dividend in his specification 
of his income for super-tax. Lastly, however, it was said that the company 
might and did “ capitalise " its profits. He confessed he was shy of the word 
“capitalise.” It did not clearly define what was the legal operation which 
was so described. Undoubtedly it was to add something to capital. Now 
how could a company add to its capital? There were certain ways in which 
authorised capital might be increased, but assuming the company had not 
taken advantage of what it could do in that way, it could only issue shares 
to the extent to which it still had shares authorised but not issued. Even 
then it could not issue the shares for nothing. They must be paid for in 
money or under certain conditions in money’s worth. Further, 
it could not itself provide the money to pay for the new shares. 
If it did so, it would do what would be equivalent to buying its own 
shares and that it could not do (Trevor v. Whitworth, 12 App. Cas. 
409). It must, therefore, get its money from someone else. It might get 
it from the public, or it might and did say to the shareholders: “ There is 
a large sum of undivided profits. We shall allot to each shareholder his 
proportional amount of these profits, but we will not pay that amount in 
cash, but will impute it to the payment of the shares we are issuing, and give 
each shareholder the shares for which his allotted amount effectuated 
payment.”’ That seemed to him tantamount to giving the shareholder his 
share of the undivided profits not in cash, but in the shape of paid-up shares, 
and, if so, it fell within the description of taxable income. In his opinion 
the contention of the Crown was right, and the appeal should be allowed. 

Lorp Sumner read a judgment agreeing in the result arrived at by Lord 
Dunedin. Counset for the appellants, Sir Gordon Hewart A.G., Cunliffe, 
K.@., and Hills; for the respondent Blott, Sir John Simon, K.C., with A. 
M. Latter ; and for the respondent Greenwood, Sir John Simon, K.C., with 
Clauson, K.C., and Bremner. Sovicrrors, H. Bertram Coz, Solicitor of 
Inland Revenue ; Macdonald & Stacey ; Norton, Rose & Co. 


[Reported by Erskine RgrD, Barrister-at-Law.] 
CRANE v. DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS. 


2ist, 22nd, 25th April and 6th June. 


SerpaRaTELY Inpictep—Jornt Triat— 
—JURISDICTION TO ORDER venire de 


CriminaL LAw—PRISONERS 
SenTENCE ANNULLED ON APPEAL 
novo. 

Two prisoners separately indicted, one for receiving, the other for stealing, 
certain skins, were tried together and convicted. The first prisoner had pleaded 
not guilty,” and alone appealed against his sentence. The Court of Criminal 
Appeal decided that the trial was a nullity and void ab initio and that a venire 
de novo should be awarded. The question of law, whether in the circumstances 
the appellant could be re-tried was taken to the House of Lords for decision. 

Held (Lord Finlay dissenting), that when a conviction and sentence 
passed on a prisoner had been set aside and annulled by the Court of Criminal 
Appeal on the ground that the proceedings were irregular, the indictment found 
against the prisoner stood as if he had never been tried and he could be ordered 
to be re-tried, 


Appeal by special leave brought to their Lordships’ Bar under the 
provisions of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, as involving a point of law. 


| The proceedings in the Court of Criminal Appeal are reported 1920, 3 K.B. 


236; 15 Cr. App. Rep. 23. 

The appellant, William Crane, was indicted at the Leicester City Sessions 
for receiving certain skins knowing them to have been stolen, and one 
Morton was charged in a separate indictment with (1) stealing the goods, 
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and (2) with receiving them. Both prisoners were tried jointly and 
convicted. To the charge Crane pleaded “ not guilty,” and Morton pleaded 
“guilty "—-Crane alone appealed. On the hearing of the appeal it was 
pointed out by Lord Reading, C.J., that there was no joint indictment, 
and it was suggested that the trial might on that ground be a nullity. 
After argument, Lord Reading, C.J., in giving judgment, said: “ At the 
trial, as we know, both Morton and Crane were given in charge to the 
same jury as if they had been jointly indicted under one indictment, 
whereas in truth there were separate indictments. It is sufficient for the 
court to say that the proceedings were void ab initio . . . But the court 
is of opinion that there is jurisdiction to amend the indictment, and 
therefore, on that being done, Crane must stand a new trial.”’ On behalf 
of Crane, who was allowed out on bail pending the decision of this House 
that the first proceedings having been held a nullity the conviction went 
and he could not be re-tried for the offence with which he had been charged. 
For the Crown it was contended that the Court of Criminal Appeal had 
jurisdiction, otherwise if an appeal were allowed on a question of procedure 
there was no alternative but to acquit the prisoner, although the court 
might be clearly of opinion that on the evidence he was guilty of the charge. 
Further, it was said that there was power to direct the accused to stand 
a re-trial under the special provisions of the Criminal Appeal Act authorising 
the court to make such order as in their opinion was just. 

Lord Frin.ay, in moving the appeal should be allowed, said the question 
turned upon the terms of the Act setting up the Court of Criminal Appeal. 
In his view there was no general power in the Act to make any order 
which the court thought justice required. The jurisdiction was limited 
to determining any question necessary to be determined for the purpose 
of doing justice in the case, which question formed the ground of the 
appeal. Justice in certain cases might require a new trial, but while there 
was power to say that the proceedings were void ab initio as being irregular, 
there was no power to order it. Whatever view might be taken of the 
policy embodied in the Act, any alteration must be a matter for the 
legislature. In the present case it appeared that the omission in the Act 
to give power to order a new trial in terms might lead to a grave miscarriags 
of justice by putting an end to proceedings which had miscarried under a 
mere blunder at Quarter Sessions. But it did not fall within the province 
of any court of law to correct an occasional injustice arising from a statute 
by putting a strained construction upon its provisions. 

Lord ATKINSON, in dissenting, said that in his view, when the conviction 
and the judgment against Crane had been set aside and annulled, as they 
most properly had been by the Court of Criminal Appeal, the indictment 
against him stood as if he had never been tried at all. If this were not 
so, the absurd result would follow that in the case of his trial, which was 
actually no trial at all, the Court of Criminal Appeal would be obliged, 
when they annulled the conviction in such a case as this, to acquit the 
accused, though at the same time they decided that he had never been 
tried at all for the charge on which he had been indicted. 

Lords Dunepix, Parmoor and Sumner agreed with Lord ATKINson, 
and the appeal was accordingly dismissed by a majority of four to one. 
CounsgL, for the appellant: J. B. Matthews, K.C., and Wightman Powers ; 
for the Crown: Sir Gordon Hewart, A.G., and F. Hinde. Sowicrrors : 
H. W. Clarkson for H. Simpson & Bennett, Leicester; The Director of 
Public Prosecutions. 


[Reported by Erskine Rarp, Barrister-at-Law.} 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

NATIONAL CASH REGISTER COMPANY v. STANLEY. 

2nd June. 


Contract—Hire-PurcHase AGREEMENT—CasH ReGIsTeER—REFUSAL OF 
HIRER TO ACCEPT DELIVERY—AcTION— DestT—DamaGeEs. 


The defendant agreed to hire a cash register from the plaintiffs at a certain 
sum per month, the article to become the property of the defendant on payment 
of the full number of instalments. The defendant refused to accept delivery, 
and the plaintiffs took out a default summons in the county court, claiming four 
months’ rent as a debt due under the contract. 

Held, that the plaintiffs were not entitled to succeed, as the defendant had 
neither accepted nor used the register, and the proper remedy was for damages 
for breach of contract. 

Wright v. Melville (1828, 3C & P. 542), distinguished. 


Appeal from the deputy-judge of the Bloomsbury County Court. 

On 23rd August 1920, the defendant, a licensed victualler, signed a 
contract with the plaintiffs agreeing to rent a cash register from the plaintiffs 
for ten months certain, and to pay £8 for the first month and £8 per month 
subsequently in advance. After payment of the rent for the whole ten 
months, by an additional payment of £8 the register was to become the 
property of the defendant. By a letter dated 6th September 1920, the 
defendant asked that his order might be cancelled. He had twice previously 
on 6th August and 5th October refused to take delivery. Since the latter 
date the register had been appropriated to the contract by the plaintiffs. 
The plaintiffs commenced proceedings by default summons in the county 
court claiming £30, ‘‘ being the amount now due from the defendant under 
an agreement dated 23rd August 1920, made between the plaintiffs and 

defendant for the hire of a cash register at a monthly rental of £8." The 


claim was for four months’ rent accrued less £2 paid on account. Counsel 
for the defendant contended that the proper remedy for the plaintiffs 
was an action for damages and not on the contract. The deputy-judge 
non-suited the plaintiffs, holding that the agreement was not for an 
ascertained machine but only for a machine of an ascertained type. In his 
judgment the deputy-judge said there was a clear breach of contract, but 
the question was whether the defendant was liable for the agreed rent 
or only fordamages. It had been argued for the plaintiffs that the promise 
to pay was an independent one as it was expressed to be in consideration 
of ** youragreeing to deliver " not of actual delivery. He (the deputy-judge), 
could not read the promise as an absolute one to make monthly payments 
independently of delivery, use, or hire. The defendant had merely broken 
a contract to take a machine on hire, and the plaintiffs remedy was in 
dimages as in British Stamp and Ticket Automatic Delivery Co. v. Haynes 
(1921), | K.B. 377. The appropriation of a machine to the contract had 
no legal effect whatever, as that case was not like that of a sale, where a 
vendor appropriated the goods to the buyer, and thereupon the property 
in the goods passed. As the plaintiffs had chosen to proceed by default 
summons they could not obtain damages in the present action, but there was 
no reason why they could not do so in a fresh action properly instituted. 
The plaintiffs would be non-suited, and the defendant would have the costs 
f the action. 

Lusu, J., said that the judgment of the deputy county court judge 
must be affirmed. It was necessary, if the plaintiffs were to succeed in the 
action, for them to show that there was a debt of £80 due to them from the 
defendant. The agreement between the parties was that the defendant 
would pay the instalments named in the document of hire in consideration 
of the use and hire of a cash register. But the use and hire of the machine 
by the defendant never became actual. The cash register was never delivered 
because the defendant refused to take delivery of the machine and the use 
and hire of it never began. He saidineffect; ‘ I won't take the register, 
und I won't pay the agreed sum,” thus he became liable in = 
but he never incurred a debt of £80. In substance, it had been argued on 
the part of the plaintiffs that they were entitled to obtain judgment for 
specific performance ; but that was not a true view of the case at all. 
The consequence of a party not carrying out his contract entitled the other 
party to the contract, primd facie, to sue for damages, but did not entitle 
the latter to be put into the same position as if the contract had been 
carried out. In the case of a servant bringing an action because a contract 
by the defendant to employ him had not been performed, the servant's 
remedy was by way of a claim for damages for breach of contract and not 
by way of debt, though he might secure the amount of remuneration for 
the full period for which thé defendant had agreed to employ him by way 
of damages.’ The case of Wright v. Melville (supra), which had been 
‘ited for the plaintiffs was a claim for the hire of a phaeton for five 
weeks at five guineas a week. Defendant sent the phaeton back after 
having it for two or three days and refused to pay. Best, C.J., directed 
the jury to return a verdict for the five guineas a week for the whole period. 
But that case was unlike the present one because the defendant there had 
accepted and used the thing. In the present case the defendant had 
neither selected a specific register, nor had he used any register delivered 
tohim. Inthosecircumstances, a claim for damages was the proper remedy. 

Sankey, J., agreed. 

On an application by the plaintiffs for leave to appeal, leave was granted 
on condition that the plaintiffs did not ask for costs in any further proceed- 
ings that might be taken by the plaintiffs. —Counset : Hollis Walker, K.C. 
and G. H. Head for the plgintiffs ; Hinde and W. Latey for the defendant. 
Souicrrors : Beardall & Co. ; Charles M. Benwell. 


[Reported by G. H. Knort, Barrister-at-Law.] 








In Parlrament. 
House of Lords. 


On 9th June the Captive Birds Shooting (Prohibition) Bill and The 
Indian Divorces (Validity) Bill were read a third time and passed. 

On 14th June, The Coroners’ (Remuneration) Bill, The Deceased Wife's 
Sister's Marriage Act (1907) Amendment Bill, The Dentists Bill, The 
Importation of Plumage (Prohibition) (No. 3) Bill, The Police Pensions 
Billand The Tithe Annuities Apportionment Bill, brought from the Commons 
were read first time, and The Housing Bill was considered in Committee 
and amendments made ; and The Protection of Animals Act (1911) Amend- 
ment Bill was read a second time and committed to a Committee of the 


whole House. 





House of Commons. 


Questions. 
IMPERIAL CABINET (MATRIMONIAL LAWS). 

Mr. Renpaut (Thornbury, Gloucester) asked the Prime Minister whether 
he willinvite the Imperial Cabinet to consider the unification and consolida- 
tion of the matrimonial laws of the Empire, with the object of putting an 
end to the grave complications and injustice resulting from the present 





uncertain state of the British and Imperial laws on the subject ? 
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Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: It will not be possible to arrange for this subject 
to be included in the matters to be discussed at the forthcoming meeting of 
Prime Ministers. (8th June.) 


GOVERNMENT STAFFS: PUBLICITY ORGANISATIONS. 

Mr. Myers (Spen Valley) asked the Financial Secretary to the Treasury 
how many Government Departments have publicity organisations; what 
ix the approximate cost of these services; and whether, in view of the 
general demand for economy in expenditure, he will consider the advisability 
of disbanding these operations ? 

Mr. Youna: The number of Departments in which a publicity organisa 
tion exists (apart from those in which such publicity work as may. arise 
is performed by permanent officers as a part of their normal duties) is ten. 
The cost in salaries, including all clerical labour, is approximately £20,000 
per annum. These organisations are kept constantly under review, in 
order that they may be dispensed with as soon as the necessity for them 
terminates. (13th June.) 


AGRICULTURE ACT (ARBITRATORS’ PANEL). 

Mr. Lane-Fox ( Barkstone Ash) asked the Minister of Agriculture whether 
the panel of arbitrators under the Agriculture Act selected by the Lord 
Chief Justice has now been constituted; whether any disputes between 
landlord and tenant have yet come before them; and whether this 
machinery is working satisfactorily 

Major Barnston (Comptroller of the Household): I have been asked 
to reply. The Lord Chief Justice is now considering lists of arbitrators 
which have been submitted to him by the Ministry and the various institu 
tions interested, and I understand that his Lordship will shortly be in a 
position to complete the panel to which my hon. Friend refers. Pending 
the completion of this panel, the Ministry has continued, with the con. 
currence of the parties interested, to appoint arbitrators on the lines hitherto 
adopted. (i4th June.) 


HAGUE COURT OF ARBITRATION, 

Mr. G. Barnes (Glasgow, Gorbals) asked the Prime Minister whether. 
in view of the request addressed by the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations to members of the Court of Arbitration at the Hague, His Majesty’s 
Government has considered the question of filling the four places in the 
Court at the Hague accorded to the British Empire, so that full weight 
may be attached to the nominations to the permanent Court made on behalf 
of the British Empire ? 

Sir J. D. Rees asked the Prime Minister whether the Government proposes 
to appoint members on behalf of the British Empire to the Court of Arbitra- 
tion at the Hague ; and, if so, with what object ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: I will answer these questions together. No, Sir; 
Lord Finlay is a member of the Court, and it is not proposed at present 
to fill the other three places. Although the new Permanent Court of 
International Justice will no doubt largely take the place of The Hague 
Court, the latter will continue to exist, and His Majesty's Government 
consider it desirable to keep places vacant in case any matter is referred 
to it of concern to the Dominions, who are not represented separately 
on the Hague Court, and who should, in that event, have a voice in the 
selection of additional British judges. (14th June.) 


MINING AREAS (SUBSIDENCE), 


Mr. Hancock (Derby, Belper) asked the Secretary for Mines, in reference 
to his reply to the hon. member for the Consett Division (Mr. A. Williams) 
last Session, whether the promised Government Bill dealing with damage 
to houses and other buildings caused by subsidence in mining areas has been 
prepared ; and, if so, when it is likely to be introduced ? 

Mr. Braipceman: In the present state of business and the unsettled 
position of the mining industry, it has not been possible to put forward 
proposals for dealing with this complex subject, but it will receive further 
consideration at the earliest practicable date. (14th June.) 


Bills Presented. 
The Unemployment Insurance Bill—* to vary the rates of contributions 
and the rates and periods of benefit under the Unemployment Insurance 
Acts, 1920 and 1921, and otherwise to amend those Acts,” presented by 


Dr. Macnamara, Minister of Labour (Bill 133). (8th June). 
The Land Nationalisation Bill—‘‘to provide for the nationalisation of 
land in Great Britain and the abolition of private property therein,” 
presented by Mr. Walter Smith (Bill 135). (9th June). 
The National Health Insurance Bill—‘‘ to amend the financial provisions 
of the National Health Insurance Acts, 1911 to 1920, and to provide for 
increasing the amounts payable to insurance committees on account of their 
administration expenses, and for reducing the number of members of 
insurance committees,’ presented by Sir Alfred Mond, Minister of Health ; 
supported by Sir Hamar Greenwood and Mr. Munro; to be read a Second 
time upon Monday next, and to be printed (Bill 136) (loth June 


Bills in Progress. 


On 8th June the Overseas Trade (Credits and Insurance) Amendment 
Bill was read a Second time, and committed to a Standing Committee. 





New Orders, &c. 


Lancaster Chancery Court. 

The Right Honourable David Alexander Edward the Earl of Crawford 
and Balcarres Chancellor of the Duchy and County Palatine of Lancaster 
with the advice and consent of Roger Bernard Lawrence Esquire, K.(. 
Vice-Chancellor of the said County Palatine of Lancaster and with the 
approval of the authority empowered to make Rules for the Supreme 
Court Doth hereby in pursuance of the powers and authorities in that 
behalf given to him by the Chancery of Lancaster Acts 1850 to 1890 and 
in pursuance and execution of all other powers and authorities enabling 
him in that behalf Order and Direct as follows : 

1. The fees and percentages prescribed by the Order as to Court 
Fees 1884 as amended by the Order as to Court Fees 1886 and the 
Order as to Court Fees 1920 shall be increased as follows: 

(a) The Court Fees for sealing a writ of summons for the commencement 
of an action or an originating summons shall be increased to One pound. 
(6) All the other of such fees and percentages shall be increased by 
fifty per centum 
and the said Orders as to Court fees shall accordingly be construed and take 
effect as if the said increased fees and percentages had been thereby fixed 
and appointed to be taken in the Court of Chancery of the County Palatine 
of Lancaster by the Registrars or other proper officers in money in lieu 
of the fees and percentages thereby prescribed. 

2. This Order may be cited as “The Court Fees (Amendment) Order 
1920,”’ and shall come into operation on the first day of January 1921. 

It is hereby certified under the Rules Publication Act 1893 that on account 
of urgency the Rules embodied in the above Order shall come into immediate 
operation and the said Rules shall come into operation on the first day of 
January 1921 as Provisional Rules. 

Dated the 14th day of December, 1920. 

Crawford and Balcarres, Chancellor. 
Roger B. Lawrence, Vice-Chancellor, Lancaster. 

Approved by the Rule Committee of the Supreme Court. 

Claud Schuster, Secretary. 
_—— Gazetie, 14th June. 


Juvenile Courts. 


An Order has been made under the Children Act, 1908, Metropolitan 
Police Courts Acts, 1839 and 1840, and the Juvenile Courts (Metropolis) 
Act, 1920, as follows :— 

(1) Juvenile Courts shall be established at the buildings mentioned in 
the first column of the schedule attached to this Order ; and divisions shall 
be assigned to them as described in the second column of the said schedule. 

(2) The said Juvenile Courts shall be held on the days and at the hours 
specified in the third column of the said schedule or on such other days 
and at such other hours as may from time to time be approved by a 
Secretary of State : provided that a Juvenile Court which would in pursu- 
ance of the foregoing provision have been held on Christmas Day, Good 
Friday or a day appointed for a public fast or thanksgiving, may be held 
on the preceding day, or if the preceding day is a Sunday, on the day 
following. 

(3) Each Court shall be constituted of a Police Magistrate nominated 
by the Secretary of State and two Justices of the Peace for the County 
ot London, of whom one shall be a woman, and both of whom shall be 
chosen from amongst a panel of such Justices nominated for the purpose 
by the Secretary of State. 

Ptovided that a Police Magistrate may sit alone in any case where he 
considers that it would be impracticable for the court to be constituted 
in manner aforesaid, or that it would be inexpedient in the interests of 
justice to adjourn the business of the court. 

(4) The Justices who are to sit at the several sittings of the Courts 
aforesaid shall be chosen by the panel, or, if necessary, by the Police 
Magistrate, and in case of the absence of the Police Magistrate through 
illness, leave or other cause, his place shall be taken by another Police 
Magistrate, or by a barrister-at-law in practice for at least seven years 
appointed or a Justice of the Peace approved by the Secretary of State. 

(5) The Orders made on the 12th day of August, 1913, and the 13th 
day of April, 1918, so far as they relate to the Juvenile Courts for the 
Bow Street, Marlborough Street, Westminster, Old Street, Thames, North 
London, Lambeth, and the South-Western Police Court divisions are 
hereby revoked. 

(6) This Order shall come into operation on the 4th day of July, 1921. 

27th May. Gazette, 3rd June. 

SCHEDULE 
Place. Divisions. 


Times. 

. St. Anne’s Vestry | The divisions for the time being | Tuesday, 
Hall, Dean assigned to the Bow Street and 2.30 p.m 
Street, Soho. Marlborough Street Police Courts. 
. Caxton Hall, The division for the time being | Wednesday, 
Westminster. assigned to the Westminster Police | 2.30 p.m. 
Court. } 
Town Hall, The divisions for the time being | Wednesday, 
Shoreditch. assigned to the Old Street, Thames 2.30 p.m. 
and North London Police Courts. 

. Lambeth Town | The divisions for the time being | Monday, 
Hall, Brixton assigned to the Lambeth and 2.30 p.m. 
Hill. South Western Police Courts. 
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Societies. 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 

The monthly meeting of the Directors of this Association was held at 
The Law Society, Chancery-lane, London, on the 14th inst., Mr. T. 8. Curtis 
in the chair. The other Directors present being Messrs. E. R. Cook, 
W. F. Cunliffe, W. E. Gillett, C. Goddard, FE. F. Knapp-Fisher, C. G. May, 
A. C. Peake (Leeds), R. W. Poole and M. A. Tweedie. £715 was distributed 
in relief of deserving cases, four new members were admitted, and other 
general business was transacted. 








Escheat of Enfranchised Copyholds. 


We are indebted to Mr. T. O. Jackson, of Milnthorpe, Westmorland, 
for sending us a copy of the Westmorland Gazette of the 4th inst., from which 
the following is taken : 

Commissioner T. B. Leigh sat at Kendal Town Hall, on Monday, 30th 
May, with a jury, to hold an enquiry regarding the lands and other 
possessions of the late Thomas Holliday, of Rakestraw, Stainmoor. The 
facts, as outlined in the course of the enquiry, were that deceased was ap 
illegitimate son who had never married. His ancestors had held Rakestraw 
in copyhold of the manor of Brough. The property having been enfran 
chised in 1837, and Holliday dying intestate, the point contested was 
whether it devolved to the Crown or to the Lord of the Manor. Mr. J. Allen 
Bell was counsel for the Crown, and Mr. H. Stuart Moore, instructed by 
Messrs. E. and E. A. Heelis, of Appleby, represented the Lord of the Manor 
Lord Hothfield. Mr. C. E. Greenall was foreman of the jury. 

The Commissioner explained to the jury the nature of the enquiry. The 
Crown, he said, had been informed that certain lands within the County of 
Westmorland, which had been held by Thomas Holliday, had escheated 
to the Crown, and the enquiry had been called in order that the matter 
might be determined. The Lord of the Manor also claimed that the lands 
had fallen to him, and the jury would have to listen to what was said by 
counsel on both sides, taking direction from himself on points of law. 
Counsel for the Crown said that before dealing with the facts, he would 
run over very briefly the historical chain of circumstances leading up to 
the present situation. As they were probably aware, from time immemorial 
the Crown had been recognised as the Lord Paramount of all land. Away 
back in the early centuries it was the custom for the King, in whom the 
ownership of the land was supposed to be, to grant the land to his great 
lords in return for certain services of various kinds, and they in turn, as 
time went on, granted it to lesser lords, who were known as mesne lords. 
That went on to a great extent all over the country, until it was found 
that the process resulted in the logs of service to the various lords who had 
the granting. 

So a statute was passed in 1290, in the reign of King Edward I, which 
said that in future when any land which was held of the King was granted 
to any lesser lord, the lord who so granted it should lose his entire interest 
in it, and the person to whom the land was granted should hold it, not 
of the granting lord, but of the chief lord. The gradual result of the statute 
was that, after that date, no further granting of land could take place, 
without the granting lord disappearing entirely, and any land so granted 
being held of the King. That was a generally accepted fact, except in 
very special cases created since 1290. One method of granting land was 
by enfranchisement, and it was with that that they had to deal. The land 
in question was granted by an enfranchisement deed, and his contention 
was that the lord who did the granting by means of that deed had effectually 
extinguished himself, and was unable to retain any rights over the land 
when once he had granted it away. The land was generally known as 
Rakestraw, in or about Stainmoor, and belonging before 1837 to the Manor 
of Brough. In 1837, the Lord of the Manor of Brough, who was then the 
Earl of Thanet, enfranchised the land, and granted it, in return fora certain 
sum of money, to a man named John Atkinson. Later, the land came 
into the possession of a woman named Ann Holliday, who died in 1882, 
leaving a will by which it devolved upon one Thomas Holliday, who was 
her illegitimate son. Thomas Holliday died in 1910; as an illegitimate 
son, unmarried, he left no heirs, he made no will, and therefore his interest 
in the freehold ceased. The question was, then, to whom did the land 
belong ? He submitted that the Lord of the Manor by his deed of enfran 
chisement had effectually extinguished his interest in the land, and that 
the only person or power to whom the land coutd possibly return must be 
the supreme or chief grantor, or granting body, which was in effect the 
Crown. 

The first witness called was Mr. Edward Alexander Heelis, member of 
the firm of Messrs. E. & E. A. Heelis, of Appleby, stewards of the Manor 
of Brough. He said he held the deeds and acted for the deceased in his 
lifetime. Deceased made no will, and witness believed he died intestate 
Witness produced the deed of enfranchisement. He also produced a 
certificate of the death of Ann Holliday, on 10th May, 1882, a certificate 
of baptism of Thomas Holliday, dated 28th February, 1837, illegitimate 
son of Ann Holliday ; and also certificate of death of Thomas Holliday on 
16th January, 1910. The mesne profits of the premises in question, he said, 
were received by the Lord of the Manor from the time of deceased's death 
till 19th May, 1915; and amounted to £85 16s. 1d. gross. From that date 
to the present time the mesne profits would be £104 3s. 11d. gross, being 








CORPORATE TRUSTEE & EXECUTOR. 
ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


TRUSTEE of FUNDS amounting to 
£30,000,000. 


For Particulars apply to: 
Tus SecreTary, HEAD OFFICE, ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C.3. 
Tue Manacer, LAW COURTS BRANCH, 20-30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C.1. 
Tue TRUSTEE MANAGER, MANCHESTER BRANCH, 94-06, KING STREET. 

















who had purchased from the Lord of the Manor on 
19th May, 1915. The present occupiers were Mrs. Davis, widow of James 
Davis, and her son, in partnership.—Cross-examined : The Crown had 
made claim in 1910 for succession duty, and eventually Lord Hothfield 
had paid estate and succession duties. Witness had the probate of John 
Atkinson, who devised the property mentioned in the deed to his wife, 
Isabella Atkinson. The latter on her death in 1819 left the property to 
Isabella Holliday, who died as a spinster intestate, leaving her sisters, Ann 
Holliday and Mary Holliday co-heiresses. Mary Holliday died intestate 
during the lifetime of her sister Ann. The latter had the property 
takestraw. Witness produced probate, dated 18th January, 1883, by 
which she devised the whole of her property to her illegitimate son, Thomas, 
Witness produced the rolls of the manor showing the admittance of John 
Atkinson to the property in 1833, on the death of the previous Lord of the 
Manor. The present Lord of the Manor was Lord Hothfield, who had 
come into it (by pre hate, dated 3ist October, 1849) from the Earl of Thanet. 
had the office copies of the grant in the fourth year of the reign 


received by witness, 


Witness 

of King John, of the Castles of Appleby and Burgh (now Brough) to Robert 
de Vetripont. That was followed by a charter of V. John, dated 12th 
October, 1203, confirming this grant, and exemplified in the reign of 
Richard | A later grant from the Crown was of V. James J to Francis, 


Earl of Cumberland, of the Castles of Skipton, Appleby and Burgh under 
Stainmoor, including the escheats, and the witness knew of no other 


document or title from the Crown subsequent to that. 


Joseph Taylor Rook, district valuer to the Inland Revenue Department, 
issessed the whole of the property left by Thomas Holliday, as shown by 
his estate duty papers, at 12°556 acres, with an annual value of £23, and 
capital value of £463. This was the case for the Crown. Counsel for the 
Lord of the Manor intimated that he did not intend to call any more 
witnesses, the facts not being disputed. The jury thereupon found that 
Thomas Holliday had died without leaving any heirs ; that he was entitled 
as proved by the documents produced ; and that he died 
as to the value of the property, etc., being 
answered acc The Commissioner pointed out that 
the two questions now re maining to be answered wert sy what persons 
and by what service did Thomas Holliday hold the land when he died ; and 
did the land devolve upon the Crown upon his decease ? " 

Addressing the court on these points, Mr. Stuart Moore for the Lord of 
the Manor contended that the statute of 1200—the statute of Quia Emplores 

referred to in the case for the Crown, did not apply to tenants in capite, 
that was the lord to whom the land had been granted by the king, as it 
was stated that it was the great lords who were complaining that they 
their escheats. He quoted authorities in support of his 
The manor of Brough, he pointed out, had been held in capite 


to real estate 
other 
rding to the evidence. 


intestate, questi ns 


were losing 
contentions. 
by knight's service. 

As to the possession of land in capile they had to begin as early as Magna 
Carta. The Commissioner: That has not been repealed by the Defence 
of the Realm Act ? Counsel: I think not, sir. In later times, Counsel 
pointed out, on f the greatest complaints was that knight's service had 
to be rendered in person. The Commissioner : Something like compulsory 
military service— were tribunals in those days’? By a statute of 
Charles I, counsel pointed out, knights’ service was abolished, and all 
His contention was that, 


there 


lands were held by free and common soccage. 
from that time there was nothing to forbid a tenant in capule creating a 
the document of enfranchisement of 1837 was 


tenure to himself; that 
ind that the land in question escheated to Lord 


perfectly good tenure ; 
Hothfield. 

Counsel for the Crown iid that he took his stand on the statute 
of Quia E m ptores, and said that the statute of Charles II effectively 
cleared up any doubts on this matter, because it said that all tenures 
underneath the Crown were to be held in free and common soccage, and 
that applied to tenants in capite as much as to anyone else. In 1841 
another Act was passed by which the Lord of the Manor retained the 
escheat, but that came four years too late for this case. Therefore, he 








646 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


June 18, 1921 








EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 

Chairman—Sir Richard Stephens Taylor. Deputy-Chairman—L. W. North Hickley, Eaq. 
James Austen-Cartmell, Esq. The Rt. Hon. Lord Ernie, P.C., M.V.O. 
Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K.C. John Roger Burrow Gregory, Esq. 

John George Butcher, Bart., K.C., M.P. Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 


. Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 
Edmund Charch, Esq. The Rt. Hon. Lord Phillimore, P.C., D.C.L. 
Philip G. Collins, Esq. 


Charles R. Rivington, Esq. 
Harry Mitton Crookenden, Esq. Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.C. 
John Croft Deverell, + The Hon. Sir Charles Russell, Bart. 
Robert William Dibdin, Esq. Francis Minchin Voules, Eaq., C.B.E. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq. Charles Wigan, Esq. 
FUNDS EXCEED £5,000, 000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Whole Life and Endowment Assurances without 
profits, at exceptionally low rates of premium. 
W. P. PHELPS, 


W.C.2. 


Man igef. 





submitted that this property escheated to the Crown, which, he pointed 
out, did not mean that the money went into the King’s pocket but into 
the national purse. 

The Commiasioner, in directing the jury, hinted that the real fight would 
begin when the case came before the High Court of Justice. This was 
only the first stage. On the two points still to be answered, he directed 
them that the deed of enfranchisement made the land freehold, and that 
in 1837 the Earl of Thanet could not retain to himself or his successors the 
lordship of the land and the right of escheat, but that Atkinson and all who 
came after—including Thomas Holliday—held the land from the Crown, 
upon whom it must therefore devolve. The jury found accordingly. 








Legal News. 
Business Alteration. 


Mr. Jonn INDERMAUR and Mr. F. W. Fisuer-Brown, practising as 
“Indermaur & Brown,” at 22, Chancery Lane, London, have admitted 
into partnership Captain F. W. G. Fisner-Browy, son of Mr. F. W. Fisher- 
Brown. Captain Fisher-Brown served his Articles to his father, and, 
except during the war, has been with the firm since his admission some 
years ago as a solicitor. There will be no alteration in the name or style 
of the firm “ Indermaur & Brown.” 


Appointments and Honours. 


The Attorney-General has made the following appointments consequent 
upon the death of Mr. J. Austen Cartmell: Mr. Diguton Nicoias 
Potiock to be Junior Counsel to the Treasury and to the Board of Trade 
on the Chancery side, and Mr. Gavin Simonps to be Junior Counsel to 
the Board of Trade in foreshore cases 

Mr. Tuomas Watters Brown, K.C., M.P., has been appointed Solicitor- 
General for Ireland in succession to Mr. Daniel M. Wilson. Mr. Brown, 
who is 42 years of age, has sat as a Unionist for North Down since December, 
1918. He was educated at Campbell College and Queen’s College, Belfast, 
and was called to the Irish Bar in 1907. 

We are pleased to observe that amongst the List of Birthday Honours 
Sir F. J. Reynoups’ name appears. 
firm of Nash, Field & Co., Brewery Solicitors. Sir Francis is also a 
Director of the Eagle Star & British Dominions Insurance Co. Ltd., and 
a Justice of the Peace for the County of Stafford. 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOP 
e FORGET THE CLarmMs oF THE Mippiassx Hosprrat, 
WICH If URGENTLY IN NEED OF Funps ror rrs Humane Worx. 


General. 


At Bow-st. Police Court on the 9th inst., says I'he Times, Mr. Chester Jones 
dismissed, on payment of £10 10s. costs, a summons issued by the Board 
of Trade against Ludgate Limited, of King-st. Covent-garden, for having 


| issued a prospectus without filing a copy with the Registrar of Joint Stock 


Companies. The defence was that the document was merely a preliminary 
announcement of the issuing of preference shares. Mr. A. 8. Comyns-Carr, 
for the Board of Trade, said it was desired to put a stop to a practice now 
growing up of companies issuing to the public documents which, though 


| not in form prospectuses, were in fact prospectuses which did not comply 


with the requirements of the Companies Acts. The practice complained 
of was an attempt by companies to evade the law by issuing documents 


| containing general “ puffs ” of their shares. 


James Thomas, first Baron Terrington, of North-gate, Regent's Park, 


| who as Sir James Woodhouse, represented Huddersfieid in the House of 
| Commons from 1895 to 1906, formerly Chairman of the Standing Committee 


of the House of Commons on Law, and one of the Railway Commissioners, 


| a director of the Hull and Barnsley Railway Company, the Law Debenture 


Corporation, and of the London City and Midland Bank, and an Alderman 


| and Mayor of Hull, who died on 8th February in his 69th year, left estate 





| Saturday .. 





He is a member of the well-known | 


j auctioneers (esta 


THE NETHERFIELD Picture Hovse Lrp. June 2 


of the value of £51,907, of which £35,665 is net personalty. The testator 
gives: The replica of his portrait, presented by the citizens of Hull, the 
service of plate and address, the silver flagon and address presented by the 
Corporation of Hull, and the silver trowel presented to him as chairman of 
the governors of Hymers College to his wife for life and then to be held with 
the title. 

At Nottingham Assizes on Wednesday, Mr. Justice Avory passed sentence 
of eight months’ imprisonment in the second division on George Stubley, 
24, an ex-officer in the Coldstream Guards, for the manslaughter of Ernest 
Crowston, a sergeant in the Nottingham Police Force, by the reckless 
driving of a motor-cycle. Sir Edward Marshall Hall, K.C., who defended, 
said that Stubley had made a voluntary gift of £2,000 to the policeman’s 
widow and family. The prisoner, in evidence, admitted that he might 
have slightly exceeded the speed limit, but said that the action of a constable 
in waving his lantern caused him to swerve and knock the sergeant down. 
He was riding home from Amersham, where he had that day become engaged 
to be married. The Judge, in passing sentence, said the practice of riding 
motor-cycles at excessive speed was very prevalent, and it must not be 
supposed that because a man had means or wealthy friends at his back 
he could escape punishment for an offence like this. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Date EMERGENCY APPEAL . on Mr. Justice 
- Rota. No. Eve. 
Monday June 20 Mr, Borrer Mr Goldechantds Mr. Bloxam 
Tuesday p Bloxam Church Borrer 
Wednesday .... 2: Synge Borrer Bloxam 
Thursday Jolly Bloxam Borrer 
i cseeeees 2 Goldschmidt Synge Bloxam 
Church Jolly Borrer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
—_ SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. 
Monday June 20 Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. ‘Church 
Tuesday 21 Jolly Synge Church Goldschmidt 
Ww — — Synge Jolly aes Church 
Thursday. . 2: Jolly Synge Chure Goldschmidt 
2 Synge Jolly Goldschmidt Church 
Jolly Synge Church Goldschmidt 


Mr. Justice 
PRTERSON. 
Mr. Borrer 
Bloxam 





| WALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very —_— ay all Policy Holders should 


ae a detailed valuation of their effects. Propert; —, ve! imodeguates 
nsured, and in case of loss insurers suffer seman BENNA Stor a sons 
(LIMITED), on King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known pe 4 yey 
established over 100 years), have a staff of expert Valuers, and will be glad 


to advise those desiring valuations for any ‘or Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality —[ADVT. 


Frederick | * London Gazette,—TUESDAY, May 31. 


Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE 
LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED ON OR BEFORE 
THE DATE MENTIONED. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 27 

SAINT George's Hoste. jae. June 7. Ernest Froude, 6 and 
7, Great Tower-st., E.C 

HORSHAM Cire Co. Ltp _— 
South-st., Horsham 

NEVILLE'S Rusper Leatuer Co. Limrrep. June 28. Walter 
Bonavia, 235, High Holborn 

Copuam ComRrapes CLUB Ltp. June 7. Ernest Froude, 6 and 
7, Great Tower-st., E.C.3. 

Davip ALLESTER Lip. June 30. Edward Furnival Jones, 
4, urch-av. 


John Churchman, 34, 





Thomas Parke Deyes, 51, North John-st., hey 

THE AMPERE ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING & PLATING Co. LTD. 
July 1. T. L. Hammond, North Eastern Bank-chmbrs., 
Fowler-st., South Shields. 

PaTeNt SAFETY LABEL Co., Ltp., June 30. Sydney Alfred 
Gradwell, 20, Princess-st., Manchester. 

COLLINS (NOVELTIES) Ltp. June 24. Arthur Benjamin Watts, 
9, Park-pl., Cardiff, or Sydney Ernest Clutterbuck, 31, 
Queen-st., Cardiff. 

PoRCELITE LTp. June 24. John Paterson Brodie, Lloyds 
Bank-chambrs., Burslem. 

Gostines (Oxrorp). June 27. Algernon Osmond Miles, 28, 
King-st., Cheapside. 

OYLERS, Lev. July 8. Albert Edward Tilley, 8, Staple-inn, 
Holborn 

UNDERWRITERS ASSOCIATION LTD. June 30. Sydney Alfred 
Gradwell, 29, Princess-st., Manchester. 

P.O. Suit Lrp. June 6. Ernest Frank Peirson, 17, Hertford- 
st., Coventry, or Thomas Fleming Birch, Friar-lane, 
Leicester. 





Tae PHILLIPS EXPLORING SyNpDICATE, LTD. July 6. Robert 
Blair, 6, South-st., Finsbury. 

ALLIANCE GLASS Works Lrp. June 25. George Gradon, 
43,Gower-st., W.C. 

HILL BROTHERS (MANUFACTURING) Ltp. June 30, Edward 
Furnival Jones, 4, Fenchurch-av., E.C.3. 

BRANGWIN, CLARK & Co. Lip, June 30. Robert Howie 
Porter 22 /23, Chiswell-st. E.C. 

Berwick-Scorr, Lrp. June 30. Percy Alexander, F.8.A.A., 
43, Chancery-lane, W.C.2., or H. Crewdson Howard, F.C.A., 
70a, Basinghall-st., E.C.2. 

Tae Brirish Harp Paper WARE COMPANY Lrp, June 15. 
Thos. A Wall, 24, Coleman-st., E.C.2. 


London Gazette.—¥RIDAY, June 3. 


Jou~ Start, Lrp. July 1. Alan Clarke, Vincent, 13, Queen-st., 
Shea pside 


Co ’ 
waa Stiauina Lrp. June 14. William Hardy King, 
13, Basinghall-st. 
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Cocke, 44, 





Enoives Lrp. July 16. T. Dudley 
Gresham-st., E.C.2. 

BaRGMAN, Son & Co. Lrp. July 1. 
13, Queen-st., Cheapside. 

Gampta Trapine Co. Lrp. Aug. 10. William Edward 
Mounsey, 3, Lord-st., Liverpool. 

PROVINCIAL TOURING ENTERTAINMENTS LTD. June 17. Mr. 
George nas Cruse, 5, Denman-st., 8.E.1 

GRORGR OXENDALE & Co. (NORTHALLERTON) LTD. July 15. 
William Tate, 9, Central Bank-chambrs., Leeds. 

THORNBOROUGH & (oO. Lrp. July 4. Mr. Bruce Eugene 
Theodore Boswell, 18, St. Swithin's-lane, E.C.4. 

THE ANGLO-DUTCH SUGAR PLANTATIONS Ltp. June 10 
Percy H. Bradford, 20, Eastcheap, E.C 

BRITISH & FOREIGN TIMBER CO. LTD. June 30. John Edward 
Percival, 6, Old Jewry, E.C.2 

BUTTER SUBSTITUTES Supriies Lrp. Aug. 31. George B. 
Ingham, 15, Kirkgate, Bradford. 

FRANKLIN KING & Co. Lip. July 15. Hugh Beswick, 9, 
John-st., Adelphi. 

NEW TIMBER TRADE MUTUAL FIRE INSURANCE SocteTY LTD 
June 25. Thomas George Piper, Bush-lane House, Cannon- 
st., E.C4. 

ANGLO-ENGINEERING CO. Lp. June 15. Albert Edward 
Tilley, 8. Staple-inn, Holborn, W.C.1. 

NORTHAMPTON LAND INVESTMENT AND ADVANCE Co. LTD 
July 11. Frederic Ellen, 13, Market-sq., Northampton. 
London Gazette. —TUEspayY, June 7. 

Borrops Lrp. June 21. G. D. Haynes, 97, Mortimer-st., W.1- 
WORTHING Prer Co. Ltp. July 28. Arthur Stubbs, 10, 

Shelley-rd., Worthing. 

Cosmo Press Lrp. July 1. Lewis Edmund Hill, 129, Baker- 
st., Enfield. 

THE UNITED FILM Service (MANCHESTER) LTD. June 24 
Joshua Ralph Atkins, 14, St. Ann’s-sq., Manchester. 

JAMES SIMMONDS AND Co. (1914) Ltp. July 8. Samuel Wells 
Page, 30, Lichfield-st., Wolverhampton. 

THE KELSTON SHIPPING Co. Ltp. July 11. Samuel [vor Carr, 
Thasmo, Kelston-rd., Whitchurch, Glam 

Jacops & Oaus Lp. June 30. E. Leonard Jones, 105, 
Colmore-row, Birmingham. 

BIRKENHEAD HostTELs Lp. June 21 
Hassal, 6 Lord-st., Liverpool. 


London Gazette-—Fripay, June 10, 


ARNOLD J. VAN DEN Bereu Lip. 20thJune. 
Courtenay Clarke, 13, Basinghall-st., E.C.2. 

GENERAL ABRONAUTICAL Co., Lrp. July 18. G.E. 
36, Walbrook, E.C.4. 

PICCADILLY Property Co. Lrp. July 8. Jeremiah Needham, 
%, York-st., Manchester. 

Epwakb Lewis & Co. Lrp. July 22. Herbert Henry Barker, 
Mount Pleasant, Kings Heath. 

CLamp, Boyce & Co. Ltp. July 11. Fred Goulding Schofield, 
16, Clegg-st., Oldham. 

TOWNLEY & RvusseLL LTD. June 23. Geo. J. Maidment, 345, 
City-rd., B.C 

MILLWARD & UNWIN LtD. June 20. Lewis Geo. Pugh, 15, 
Bishop-st., Coventry. 

Burton Etectric THEATRE LTD. July 31. F. RK. Williams 
and W. H. Glanville, Grafton Ho., Golden-sq., W.1 

THE ANGLO-BOLIVIAN RKouspepeR Estates Ltp. June 30 


” 


Francis and Johnson, 19, Gr. Winchester-st., E.C.2 





Alan Clarke Vincent, 


John Satterfield 


Gilbert 


Sande ll, 





Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 27. 
~~ — Horseshoe NailCo. The Produce Company of 
West Africa Ltd. 
Mutipl Tuck Sewing Machine Tanning Traders Ltd 
Lt Garrard, Jeapes & Collier Ltd. 
Weat Buckley Colliery Co. Ltd. Busk Mills Co. Ltd 
Elled Colliery Co. Ltd. Thomas & Isaac Bradley Ltd 
William Marsh & Co. Ltd. Edward Lewis & Co. Ltd 
Woodroofe & Peltor Ltd. The Netherfield Picture 
Harrow Cinema Ltd. House Ltd. 
Victory Fishing Co. Ltd. J. Nidd & Co. Ltd 
Restham Brothers Ltd. Kino Halls Ltd 
Synthetic Gems Ltd. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 31 


Falmouth Towage Co. Ltd. The Ivy Emblem Institute 


Liverpool Training School of _ Ltd 
Cookery and Technical Wrexham & Acton Collieries 


College of Domestic Science Co. Ltd 
(Incorporated). Terfynant General Cemetery 
Co. Ltd 


Lacy-Hulbert & Co. Ltd. 
Daman, Snell and Co. Ltd. 
Jacobs & Ogus Ltd Pettifer & Dawes Ltd 
Brangwin, Clark & Co. Ltd The Andover Trading Co. Ltd. 
Anglo-Balkan Commercial Co. Pyrotan Leather Co. Ltd 

Ltd. Blackburn Direct Supplies 
The Universal Tool Holder Ltd. 

Co. Ltd. Aire & Calder Glass Bottle 
Gambia Trading Co. Ltd. Works (E. Lreffit & Co.) 
United Glass Bottlé Manu- Ltd 

facturers (Chariton) Ltd. Glenville Glassworks Ltd 


London Gazette. 
Bell Johnson Automobile Co. Spanish Tin Mines Co. Ltd. 
Copra Finance Ltd. 


Steam Hoyle & Barlow Ltd. 
—- Motor & Garage Co. 


W. T. Bailey Ltd 


Fripay, June 3. 


Ltd. 
Trinity Motor and 

Haulage Co. Ltd. 
Read & Robinson Ltd. 
The Vulcan Haulage Co. Ltd. E. Doughty & Co. Ltd. 
Walker, Lambe & Co. Ltd. = Middlesex Autocar Co, 
John Leach Ltd. Ltd. 
W. Alstone & Co. Ltd. Lens Mill Ltd 
Price Bros., ,. «& Thomas Pass Ltd. 

James Lee and Son, Ltd. 


Henderson 
W.L, Poulston & & Co, Ltd, The Columbia Laundry Ltd. 














a 
-— 












The Liverpool Hide, Skin and 
Fat Market Co. Ltd. 

Swansea Cinemas Ltd. 

Endurite Ltd. 

Commercial Corporation of 
London Ltd. 

Dalton, Downes & Co. Ltd. 

Southern Stamping Co. Ltd. 

Cargill & Smith Ltd 

Cornish and South Wales 
Steam Trawler Co. Ltd 

Leacock’s Fruit and Produce 


=o (With Branches throughout the United Kingdom.) 
London Gazette.——TURSDAY, 
une 7. 
Carpendales Lid, FIRE, FIDELITY GUARANTEF, 
» Hot er Dan CIDE 
The Worthing Pier Co. Ltd EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY, PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
The Parry Pure Drug Co. Ltd BURGLARY. THIRD PARTY, MOTORS, LIFTS, BOILERS, 


Dominion Industries Ltd 
Dingly Brothers (Export) Ltd, 
H. F. & Lee Smith Ltd 

Troy Steam Towing Co. Ltd 
Welsh Farms Ltd 

Vulcan Munition Works Ltd 
Oranola Ltd. 

Crypto Patents Ltd. 


PROPERTY 


Gentlemen in a position 





THE BritisH Law 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
5, LOTHBURY, LONDON, E.C.2. 


OWNERS’ 
due to FIRE, 





LOSS of PROFITS 
LIVE STOCK, 


INDEMNITY, 
GLASS BREAKAGE, 


to introduce Business are invited to undertake Agencies 
within the United Kingdom. 








Birkenhead Hostels Ltd. 
Zill& Schwabe Ltd. 
Stoneycroft Electrical Works Insu Bippo Mining Co. Ltd 
Ltd Hadgkiss, Thomson & 
Appleby, Lunham & Co. Ltd. Woodall Ltd 
The West Sussex Club Co. Ltd McNamara & Co. Ltd 
Schoon & Wilson Ltd. Dickinson Researches Ltd 
Plaskow & Hiller Ltd Swan Confectionery Co 
Charles Beesley & Co. Ltd (Swansea) Ltd 
London Gazette 


New Lafon Tin Fields Ltd 
Berthe Ltd 


Faipay, Jane 10 
Ferguson & Bellingham Ltd 
Goudhurst & District Egg and 
Market Gardeners & General Poultry Depot Ltd 
Transport Co. Ltd Risin’ Sun Polishes Ltd 
Manchester Match Co. Ltd The Gem Safety Razor Co 
Star Safety Razor Co Ltd 
Safetee Soap Co. Ltd Ever-Ready 
Stage Enterprises Ltd. Co. Ltd 
Charles H. Huss Ltd New Venture Ltd 
H. & J. Chapman (Rothwell) Volta River Coconut and 


Safety Razor 


Ltd Produce Co. Ltd. 
W. H. Doherty & Son Ltd The Waterloo Tinplate Co 
The General Seating Co. Ltd Ltd 
Riverdale Motor Co. Ltd Magnet Laundry Ltd 
Burton Electric Theatre Ltd Townley & Russell Ltd 
Silk Goods Manufacturing Anglo- Bolivian Rubber 


Co. Ltd states Ltd 
Associated Nigerian Tin Mines Zill & Schwabe Ltd. 
Ltd 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day oF CLAIM. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 27. 

ALCALAY, Nissim D., Salonica. June 30). 
Clark and Daman, Git. St. Helen's, E.C.3 

ASHTON, WILLIAM, Hillingdon West. June 30 Ww. H 
Sanders, Lincoln's Inn-flelds, W.C.2 

BALDWIN, Miss, SARAH, A. R. Hayes. July 4 
Nicholls, New-ct., Lincoln's Inn, W.C.2 


Hammond 


Pearce and 


BILLS, JAMES, Sidcup, Kent. July 12. K. 8. Jackson and 
Bowles, Fenchurch-st., B.C : 
BoLTon Rev., WititamM, Finchley. June 27. Parker, 


Garrett and Co., Cornhill, E.C.3 

Bonk, GeorGe, South Shields. Jun 
South Shields 

Carson, JAMES H., Upper Westbourne-terrace, June 24 
Edward P. Davis, Albemarle-st., W.1 

CLOSE, FREDERICK, Chislehurst, June 25. Bischoff, Cox 
and Co., Great Winchester-st., E.C.2 

CLUET?, CHARLES A., Bournemouth, Petroleum Merchant, 
June 28. ‘fattersall and Son, Bournemouth 

COCKELI, ARTHUR T., Harrow. June 3%. Gilbert and Co., 
Norwich. 

CorBert, CAROLINE A., Hindhead. June 25. H.R. Owtram, 
Haslemere. 

CRAWFORD, GEORGE S., Hanley, Potter's Decorating Manager 
July 1. W. M. Huntbach, Hanley 

Cruppas, CHarLes J., Bristol. July 9. Geo 
Sons and Rose, Newcastie-upon Tyne 

DARWIN, FRANCIS, Arthington. July7 
and Co., Gray's Inn-square, W.C.1 

Day, Miss, Mary P., Torquay. July 9. Ronald McLaren, 
Cheltenham 

DAVIES, DANIEL, Llanelly 

Davies, Davip, Hove. June 3. 
Brighton 

DOWDING, Mrs., JANE, Magna, Dorset. July 1. H.C. Wyld, 
Gillingham, Dorset 

Dyson, ANN E., Fulbeck, Lincoln 
and Fielding, Sheffield 

E.mone, EvizapeTH, Wyke, Bradford. June 22. Farrar, 
Stead, Walker and Cockcroft, Bradford 

Essex, Joux, Holloway. June 27. De Meza and Menasse, 
Bishopagate, E.C.2. 

Fawpry, JOHN, Hastings. June 30 
Sons, Birmingham. 

GARELLY, Don Jutio D. Y, Madrid, Spain. June 30 
Hammond, Clark and Daman, Great St. Helen's, B.C. 
GREEN, FRANCES, Antwerp. June 28. Watson, Sons and 

Room, Bouverie-st., Fleet-st., B.C.4. 


0). Victor Grunhut, 


Armetrong, 


Evans, Barraclough 


June 8. W. Davies, Lianelly 
Upperton and Bacon, 


July 1. Smith, Smith 


Stephen Gateley and 


HARDING, Grack, Portamouth,F Hants, June 90. Edg- 
combe, Hellyer and Robinson, Portsmouth. 

Horrocks, WILLIAM, Knutsford. June 30. Sedgley, Calde- 
cutt and Co., Knutsford 

Hosreoop, Susan W. P., 
and Harris, Bristol 


Clifton, Bristol. July 25. Barry 


ILuipar, Mary A., Ashton-under-Lyne. June 4. Arthur 
Lees, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Jorre, WiLuiaM, D.8.0., Kimberley July &, Michael 


Abrahamea, Sons and Co., Austin Friara, K.C.2 

Jouurrye, Mary E., Ashton, Costumier. July 1. G. W. 
Colenutt, Ryde, 1.W 

Jupp, Euiza, Lymington. June 28. Tattersall and Son, 
tournemouth, 

KENNEDY, JEAN C.N., Southampton, Eating House Proprietor 
June 20. Stephens and Locke, Southampton 

KeWLeyY, WILLIAM W., Cumberland. June 28. John Singleton, 
Whitehaven. 

LAKE, ELLEN J., Sideup, Kent. July 11 
Churcher, Gosport 

LAKEMAN, AxTHUR W., Johannesburg, South Africa. July 
1. Hughes and Sons, John-st., Bedford-row, W.C.1, 

LAMBERT, JOSEPHINE, Sutton. June 30 Haines and Wedlake, 
Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-st 

LANE, JaMESs, Newhall, 
de-la-Zouch. 

Leycester, JuLia, Chester. June 21 
and Shephard, Dover-st..W 

Lowk, WILLIAM, Hanley, Cratemaker. July 1. 
Huntbach, Hanley 

MALE, Sakaui M.,Ingrave, Easex. July 1. Lewis and Quennell, 

MALE, WILLIAM, Bromley. June 30. Holmes, Son and Pott, 
New Broad-st., E.C.2 

MATTHEWS, Maky, Tipton July 4. Pearce and Nicholls, 
New-court, Lincoln's lan, W.0.4 

May, Joun H., Hong-Kong july 4 
Pall Mall, 8.W.1 

MOCUTCHAN, JOHUN, Worthing 
Worthing. 

Mountain, JOHN T., Bilsby, Lincoln, 
Walker, Sons and Rainey, Spilsby. 
Pack, Jessica, West Hartlepool June 30. 
Hayward and Berry, West Hartlepool 
Prick, Henry Ws Cobham June 30 

and Child, Serjeants’-inn, E.C.4 
PRITCHARD, WILLIAM, Kastbourae July 20. 
Stapley, Eastbourne 
AVEN, HELEN H., Folkestone. 
Parish, 134, Fleet at. B.C 
Kiches, WILLIAM, Norwich. June 30. Rackham and Robin- 
son, Norwich 
Koninson, MARGARET, Yarm, Yorks, Steel Merchant. July 12 
Archer, Parkin and Townsend, Stockton-on-Tees. 
| SHAW, MARGARET 8., South Croydon. July 8. Geo. Ernest 
Root, New-court, Lincoln's Inn, W.C.2 
STiLes, ELizapetu U., Alton, Hants. June 24. Martin and 
Martin, Reading 
Tuomas, James C., Old Burlington- st June 27. Mille and 
Morley, Lincoln's Inn-flelda, W.C.4 
THoMPsoN, Forster H., South Shields, Marine Engineer. 
June 90. J. H. and H. F. Rennoldson, South Shields. 
THoMpsos, WituiaM F., Aldeburgh, Suffolk. June 28, 
Thorold, Brodie and Bonham-Carter, Regent-st. 8.W.1 
Weisu, Henry, Hereford. July 1. E. L. Wallis and Bon, 
Hereford 
WHITE, ALFRED, Bristol. June 30. Bobbett Bros., Bristol. 
Woop, ALFRED C., Chester, Toy Dealer. June 27. T. J 
Smith and Son, Liverpool 
London Gazette.-TURSDAY, May 31. 
AMSDEN, Frepenick W., Falcon-st., B.C. July 11. Pearce 
and Sons, West Smithtield, E.C.1 
BeakD, Henry, Croydon, Law Stationer. June 30, C. E, 
Gravely, Balham Park-rd., 8.W.12 
BisnHor, SARAH K., Pinner. July 1. Sydney H. 
Holland-pk., W.11. 
Bracuet, Hexry, Oxford Circus, ——y reg Agent. 
June 26. Lionel KE. Townroe, Budge-row, E.C 
CALISHER, JULIA, Eastbourne June 24. H. oo Creat 
James-at., W.C.1 
CARTLEDGE, WILLIAM, Blackpool 
Black pool 
CorrTen., WiiiaM H., 
Crouch, Surrey-st., W.C, 
CowMas, Henry 8., Cambridge, Museum Attendant. June 10, 
H. Bailey, Cambridge 
CULLINGFORD, JAMES, Fredk. H., 
Stapley, Kast bourne. 


Churcher and 


Derby. June 18. Fishers, Ashby- 
Chapman- Walke 


Ww. M. 


Fladgate and Co., 
July 6. KR. W. H. Green, 
Farmer. June 21. 


Hayward, 


Blake, Heseltine 
Fredk. H. 


June ®. Hickson and 


Peddar, 


June 8. Hugh Butcher, 


Loughton. July 1. Nicholson & 


Eastbourne. July 26. 
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DrRaAN, WILLIE, Dewsbury, Licensed Victualler. July 1 
A. M. Lawrence & Son, Ossett 

DowseTT, CHARLES, South Africa, Bank Manager. July 12 
Michael Abrahams, Sons & Co., Austin Friars, E.C.2 

DRYDEN, JOSEPH, Newhbiggin-by-the-Sea. July 1. Thomas 
Dodds, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Fincu, Rev. THomas R., Preston 
Dallas, Preston 

GILL, ALFRED, Harrogate 
Bradford 

GINNEVER, 
Sheffield 

GREEN, AUGUSTA 
W.C.2 

HARRISON, 
Bradford 

HENWOOD, 


June 30. Shuttleworth & 


July 4. Wade, Tetley, Wade & Co., 


CHARLOTTE E., Sheffield. July 9. Wm. Tfrons, 


Brighton. June 31. Fredk. Hill, New *., 


HANNAH E., Bradford. July 1. Wm. Trenholme, 
ZINAIDA J. D. E., Upper Norwood. July 15 
Langhams, Holborn-circus, E.C.4 
FALL, Miss AMELIA, Shepton Mallet. July 15 
Littler, Shepton Mallet 
AoBpes, HaRRioTT, Great Chart, 
Creery & Co., Ashford, Kent 
Horwoop, Evwin R., Stockport 
Hadfield, Stock port 
HORNER, LEONARD J., 
Cheapside, E.C.2 
Kocn, FRANCES A., Nottingh 
Block, Matthews & Crossman, Theobalds-rd., W..1 
LANG, CHARLES A., Weybridge, Estate Agent. July 9 
Wansey, Stammers & Co., Coleman-st., E.C.2 
LAZARUS, SAMUEL, Cotham, Pawnbroker. June % 
Spofforth, Bristol 
LOWE, MARGARET K., California, | 
Slack & Needham, Manchester 
Maciver, HENRY, Liverpool, Shipbroker. July 1 
& Co., Liverpool 
MANN, Rowina M., 
South Shields 
MARPLES, EDWIN H 
Sheffield 
METHVEN, 
Worthing 
NEWSHAM, HERBERT, New Zealand, Farmer. June 4 
Quinn, Monkhouse, Dixon & Quinn, Liverpool 
NEWTON, DAVID, Teddington, Manufacturers’ Agent 
Wilberforce, Allen & Bryant, Strand, W.C.2 
OUZMAN, ALFRED E., Gunnersbury, Printer. June 30 
wright, Cunningham & Co., Paternoster-row, E.C.4 
PANCHEN, EDMUND, Gorleston-on-Sea, June 30. Humphrey 
Lynde & Davies, Great Yarmouth 
PLANT, SAMUEL, Crumpaall, Manchester 
Butlin, Manchester 
RHODES, PERCY N., Manches 
Manchester 
SANSOM, JOHN, Onchan, 
Co., Liverpool 
SAVAGE, JOUN J 
gate, B.C 
SMITH, — D., Wallasey, Managing 
Toulmin, Ward & Co., Liverpool 
SvapeN, Jane, Bridlington. July 12 
Leeda. 
SUMNER, ALLAN, Llandudno 
mark, Llandudno 
THOMPSON, SARAH JANE, King’s Lynn 
King’s Lynn 
THOMAS, CHARLES F., 
Francis & Son, Cardiff 
THOMAS, JAMES, Minehead. June 30 
good, Minehead 
TREES, ALFRED W., 
son, Sons & Plant, 
VILLIERS, Col. Exyest, A.D.C., Thurloe-sq 
Pembertons, Lincoln's Inn-fields, W.« 
WALKER, James M., Market Drayton, Salop 
Percy K. Langdale, Holborn Viaduct, B.C .1 
WETHERED, WILLIAM, Hampstead. July 8. Wansey 
mers & Co., Coleman-st., E.C.2 
WiLson, THoMmas, Bayswater. June 28. H. P 
Temple-av., E.C.4 


Nalder & 


Kent. June 14. Hallett, 


June 20. Lak New & 


tarnet. June 30. J. Tickle & Co 


Hill. June 30. Crossman, 


Fairfax 


S.A, June 30. Parkinson 


Batesons 


South Shields, June 30. A. P. Stainton, 


Sheffield. July 2. Wightman & Parker, 


Rev. Davip, Worthing. July 20. N. N. Marsh 


June 30 
188 
Cart 


June 30. Ernest T 


ter. June 28. J. R. H. Cottrill 


LOM. July 16. Toulmin, Ward & 


, Ilford. June 23. Francis & Veneer, Bishops- 


Director. July 16 


Herbert Denison 


June 30. Henderson & Hall 


July 1. W. D. Ward, 


Cardiff, Architect. July 8 W. B 


Joyce, Risdon & Hose 


Darlington, Butcher. June 30. Steaven 


Darlington 
Lee & 


June 26 
June & 

Stam- 
Gisborne, 


FRipay, June 3 
Yorks, Fish Merchant 
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Bowen, Harry E., Hesale, 
Geo, 5. Williamson, Hull 

BRACHER, CAROLINE, Bournemouth, Hants 
and Sons, Kingwood, Hants 

BRATHERTON, JANKE, Wray, or 
and Unsworth, Morecambe 

Cakp, WILLIAM, Hove. July 2 
Brighton 

CHAMBERLAYNE, ELIZABETH, 
Sewell, Edwards & Nevill, 

CLIFFORD, Rosatisz 1., Tunbridge Wells 
Co., Parliament-st., Westminster 

Ciirron, Ropert B., Oxford. July 6 
Sherrington, Bedford-row, W.C.1 

CLover, Ropert, Gosforth. June 30 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Cook, EMILY, Erdington. 
tock, Birmingham 

CORDINGLEY, ALBERT, Halifax 
Halifax 

CowLin, James, Brockley, 
Billiter-sq., E.C.3 

CricuTon, KigzapetTH M., Earl's Court 
Brown, Hewett & Co., Old Jewry, E.C.2 

Doventy, Sik Georerk, Lincolnshire, 
Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 

DRUMMOND, JOHN, Clayton- le-Moors 
Son, Accrington. 

Evans, Da. Groner, Brentwood, 
Smith, Brentwood. 

FRARNLEY, Mas. EMILY, ‘om 
Sons & Plant, Darlingto 

FOX, ALFRED i. M., Streatham, S.W. July ll 
Nicholls, New-ct., Lincoln's Inn, W.C.2. 

HOLT, ELLEN, Westmorland. July 16. Corbin, Greener & 

Cook, Bedford- -row, W.C.1. 


July 1. 


July 16. Jackson 


June 24. Fawertt 


Lancaster 


Cushman & Cunningham, 


Alresford, Hants. July 15 


Bucklersbury, E.C.4 


June 30. Bircham & 


Aldridge, Thorn & 


Dransfield & Eldon, 


July 5 Mitchel! & Chat- 


Sydney, 


July 5. Barstow & Midgley, 


Kent. July 11. Druces & Attlee, 


July 3. Wreford 
“Knight July 15 
July 18. Briteliffe & 


Kasex. June 24. Taylor & 


June 5. Steavenson, 


Pearce & 





GeorGe H., Winchester. July 18. Bloxam, 
Ellison & Co., Lincoln's Inn-fieids, W.C.2 

HORSPALL, Mrs. Mary A., Batley. June 14. ¢ 
Peace, Dewsbury 

Hunter, THomas J 
Hull 

Jounsos, THomas N. H.,. Weston-super-Mare 
Buck, Cockshott & Cockshott, Southport 

JONES, SARAH C., Gloucester, July 15. Woodcock, Ryland & 
Parker, Bloomsbury-sq., W.C.1 

LIVERSEDGE, AMY E., Didsbury. July 1 
Manchester 

MALLET, JouN, Nottingham, Lace 
July 12. T. B. Cox, Nottingham 

MARSHALL, EMILY, Southport. June 30 
Serjeants’-inn, E.C4 

MILBURN, JosEPH, 


HONE-GOLDNRY, 
Ernest 


Hull, Grocer. July 4. Manley & Lowson, 


June 24 


F. 0.38. Leak & Co., 


Manufacturer's Manager 
Joseph H. Stretton, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Shoe Dealer. 
June 15. Chartres & Youll, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
MULLER, Cart F., East Finchley, Dry Merchant 
July 15. McKenna & (Co., Basinghall-st., E.C.2 
Parra, DemosTHeNes G., Kensington. July 4 
Skan, Copthall-chmbrs., E.C.2 
PAYNE, EpWanrb G., Mincing-la 7 olonial Merchant 
Gasquet, Metcalfe & Walton Great lower-st., E.C.3 
PENSENEY, Mrs. Eviza J., Hove. July 15. Edwin Boxall « 
Kempe, Brighton 
Pork, Francis J., Kensington 
field, Gray's Inn-sq., W.C.1 
RIx, THOMAS, Sprowston, Norwich, Licensed 
July 6. Sadd, Bacon & Stanley, Norwich 
RUSSELL-CoTes, Sir Menton Bourne 
July 4. Tattersall & Son, Bournemouth 
SHEPHERD, ELIZABETH, Maida Vale. June 30. G 
Bush, Bristol 
SINCLAIR, STANLEY T., Shanklin, I. of W. July 
Stacey & Castle, Bloomsbury, W.C.1 
SMITH, MRS. ELIZABETH, Maida Vale. July 11. Pearce & 
Nicholls, New-ct., Lincoln's Inn, W.C.2 
STANSFIELD, ALBERT, Kearsley, nr. Farnworth, 
July 2. John Seddon, Farnworth 
SuTTon, Mary E., Ilford, Easex 
Moon, Bloomsbury-sq., W.C.1 
Taytor, WittiaM, Balham Park-rd 
Thompson, Coleman-st C2 
rrPLine, Josern, Pig Dealer. 
Stewart, Darlington 
rRevOR, Mra. Emma E. D., St. Leonards-on-Sea 
Langham, Son & Douglas, Hastings 
Triees, Rowgert, Wellington, New Zealand, Assistant Civil 
Service Commissioner. July 4. L. J. Fulton, Brick-ct., 
Temple, E.C.4 
WALKER, JAMES ( 
Finsbury-circus, 
WaAYTE, ALEXANDER, Hanley, 
July 6. G. H. Hunt, Hanley 
WELLS, HARKIET, Stamshaw, 
Whateley Bowling, Southsea, 
WILson, Robert W., Cumberland 
Whitehaven 
WIMBERLEY, 


Goods 
tomer & 


June 22. 


July 11. Lovell, Son & Pit- 


Victualler 


Knight 


mouth 
Bush & 


Routh, 


Drug Dealer. 


July 4. Moon, Gilks & 


June 15. Soames & 


~ Darlington July 5. W. J 


July 31 


. Rickmansworth. Sept. 30. L. Goldberg 
C.2 


Incorporated Accountant 


Portamouth. July 31 ( 

Hants 

July 5. John Singleton, 

Mr. Wititam G. 8., Cashier 
June 21 C. Ernest Peace, Dewsbury 

WOLSTENHOLME, Mrs. ELizapeTuH, Edinburgh 
Ketchen & Stevens, W.S., Edinburgh 

WoopwaARD, ELLEN, Moseley, Birmingham 
F. Walker, Birmingham 


Ih wsbury 
July 15 


July 1. Thomas 
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ALWAY, GeoRGE, Gloucestershire, Farmer. July 6. Evans & 
Taylor, Bristol 

ATKINSON, WILLIAM, Barrow-in-Furness 
Barrow, Barrow,-in-Furness 

BARSHAM, JANE F., Fincham 
Aldersgate-st., E.C.1 

BEECROFT, FRANK, Sheffield 
chester 

BELL, Rev. G BORG 
Sons, Launceston 

BrsHor, Grorer B., Dalston, 
Rimington Taylor, Kentish Town-rd., 

Brover, Louisa, Clapham Park. July 20 
Son, Gray's Inn-3q., W.C.1. 

Burney, Josuva T., Gloucester-pl., W 
Son, Great Winchester-st., E.C.2 

Buss, JAMES G., Sloane-st., 8.W Aug l 
Bathurst, Lincoln's Inn-fields, W.C.2 

CARINGTON, RT. HON. SiR WILLIAM H. P. , G.£ 
Cadogan-sq. July 8. Baddeleys & Co., 
E.C.; 

CLULEE, CAROLINE, 
Birmingham 

Cooper, WILLIE, Huddersfield, Architect 
Sykes & Hinchcliffe, Huddersfield 

Cossins, WILLIAM B., Swanage. July I 
Dorset 

DRIVER, 


June 27. Alfred 


July 1. R. H. King & Co., 


July 8. Marriott & Co., Man- 


4. C., Cornwall. June 18. Peter, Peter & 
Stout Merchant 
N.WS 


John H 


July 8. C.H 
Mote & 


July 18. Broad & 


Hore, Pattisson & 

V.0., K.C.B., 
Leadenhal|-st., 
J. B. Clarke & Co., 


Handsworth. July 5. 


June 30. Armitage, 


J.R. Slade, Swanage, 


Joun, Riddlesden, nr. Keighley, Blacksmith. 
June 22. Spencer, Clarkson & Co., Keighley. 

DUKE, SARAH, Worthing. July 1. C. W. Mayo, Eastbourne 

EDWARDS, SARAH M., Ashburton, Devon. June 25. Tucker & 
Son, Ashburton, Devon 

Evans, Mrs. Lucy J. M. H., Grosvenor-sq., W 
Ellis, Peirs & Co., Albemarle-st., W.1 

FIRTH, SAMUEL, Hudderstield, Waste Merchant. 
Armitage, Sykes & Hinchelitfe, Huddersfield. 

HAFFENDEN, ANN, Tunbridge Wells. July 8. Snell & Co., 
runbridge Wells 

Hart, Joseru H., St 
Gilbert Samuel & Co., 

Hives, Georer G., Leeds, 
Bateson, Leeds 

Jacons, Lovurs H., Canonbury, N.1, 
July 4. Clarke, Lewthwaite & Uo., Islington, N.1 

KNIBBs, FRANCIS, Forest Gate, Borough Accountant. 
July 31. Jutsum & Jones, 11, Queen Victoria-st. 

LAMB, SARAH, Moseley, Birmingham. July 5. Cottrell & 
Son, Birmingham. 

Leg, Gores, Burton-upon-Trent, Cooper. July 7. 
Newbold, Burton-upon-Trent. 


July 31. 


June 30. 


John's Wood, Stockbroker. July $1. 
(ireat Winchester-st., E.C.2 
Leather Salesman. June 18 


Mantle Manufacturer. 


Wm 


Drewry & 





MABERLY, Col. CHARLES E., D.S.O., Piccadilly, W.1. July 8. 
Freshfields & Leese, Old Jewry, E.C.2. 

MANSFIELD, THOMAS E., Fulwood, nr. Preston, 
Law. June 18. Smith & Fazackerley, Preston. 

MApPIN, Stk FRANK, Bart., Sheffield. July 15. 
Burdekin & Co., Sheffield. 

PARRY, Rev. Grivetta, Llanbadarnfawr, Cardigan. 
Joseph Davies & Son, Aberystwyth 

PATTISON, FRANCIS T., Manchester, Merchant. 
Heelis & Co., Manchester 

POPPLEWELL, ELLEN, Manchester. July 21 
Manchester 

Pycke, Very Rev. Leopo.p, Highbury 
Taylor, Gray's Inn, W.« 

RitTcHi£, AGNES H., Bootle 
Liverpool 

SAWER, JAMES, 


Barrister-at- 
Benaon, 
July 21. 


July 1. Slater 


0. Collier Littler, 


July 10. Lewis W. 


June 30. Toulmin, Ward & Co., 
Heaton Chapel, Lancaster, Yarn Merchant. 
June 24. Ernest J. Smith, Manchester 
SENIOR, GeorGE H., Scarborough. July 10 
Parker, Scarborough 

SHORTHOUSE, WILLIAM W., Birmingham. 
Bettinson & Co., Birmingham 

SIAN, CHvAH L., Singapore, Straits Settlements. July 18 
Nisbet, Drew & Loughborough, Austin Frairs, E.C.2 

SMITH, HANNAH, Anslow, Stafford. July 7. Drewry & New- 
bold, Burton-on-Trent. 

SMITH, Loursa, Cheadle Hulme 
Manchester 

SNELSON, JOHN, Sandbach, Chester, Farmer 
Timperley & Tomkinson, Crewe 

STERNE, CECILIA, Keston, Kent 
Basinghall-st., B.C.2 

SWALLOW, HARRY K., Huddersfield, Metal Broker. 
Armitage, Sykes & Hinchelitfe, Huddersfield 

Sykes, JAMES, Honley, nr. Hudderafield, Solicitor. 
Armitage, Sykes & Hinchcliffe, Huddersfield 

TAYLOR, FREDERICK F.., Didsbury, Cotton Merchant 
Ernest Farrington, Manchester 

THOMAS, FR Evert C., Huntington. July Ile 
Hawksley, Sons & Chance, Mincing-la., E.C.3. 

TUNE, CHARLES, Withington, Manchester, Soap Manufacturer. 
July 19. Ernest Farrington, Manchester 

['CURGILL, Louis, Coptic-st July 9 
40, Chancery-la 

WALKER, FRANCES, Norfolk. July 15 
and Roper, Clement’s-inn, W.C.2. 

WALKER, Percy, Huddersfield, 
Armitage, Sykes & Hinchcliffe, 

WALLIS, SUSANNAH, Sheffield 
Shetfield 

WaALTon, THOMAS, Ipswich, Cycle Agent 
and Sons, Ipswich 

Weep, CLARENCE J., Addiscombe, Surrey 
Cooper & Hambling, Gracechurch-st., E.C. 

WHALLEY, Lewis G., Manchester, Wholesale Potato Mer- 
chant. July 19. Ernest Farrington, Manchester. 

Wisuart, JouN Rowert, Walsall. July 15. E. Irwin Miller, 
Walsall 

WORMALD, MARGARET A., Whitley Bay 
Hoyle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


Richardson «& 


July 4. Forsyth, 


July 19. Ernest Farrington, 


July 1. Pedley, 
July 20. McKenna & Co., 
June 30. 
June 30 


July 19. 


Coward «& 


Harry J. Shepard. 


Sheard, Breach, Wace 


Boot Maker. June 30. 
Huddersfield. 
July 4 Sorby & Co., 


July 5. Jackaman 


mn 2. Durrant, 


July 31. Edmund E. 





Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette.—F RIDAY, May 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 
Hindsford, Lancs, 


May 23. 
High Court. Pet. April 22. 


Grocer 
Pet. April 6. 
24 
Tom CHEETHAM, Manchester, Man- 
Pet. May 9. Ord. May 24. 
FRANCIS JAMES, Ord, May 23. Kent, Butcher. 
Ord 23. 


Pet. May 23. “4 
Stratford-pl. High Court.” Pet, Mar. 19. 


EDWARD, Draper. Bolton 
Ord 


Merton, 


ATKIN, 
Pet. May 23 
Birks, RK. R., 
Ord. May 24 
Booru, Eric, Leinster Gardens. High Court 
Chemist. 


BURREN, 
Rochester. 

Case, J. ASHTON, 
Ord. May 24 

CADDELL, WALTER ‘soy Sutton, 
Pet. April 13. Ord. May 2 

CHABAUTY, R., Mitcham, 
Pet April 21. Ord. May 

CORFIELD, HARRY Sey — 4, “Northenden, East a Mer- 
chant. High Court. Pet. May 24. Ord. May 24 

Comnes, Hue Henry, Market “Drayton, Salop, Potato 
Merchant. Nantwich. Pet. May 23. Ord. May 23. 

Davigs, STANLEY, Dranllwyn, Monmouth, a erchant. 
Newport, Mon. Pet. May 25. Ord. Ma 

De oa. Caste, Baker-st. High ce ” Pet. April 21. 

Bloomsbury. High Court. Pet. Mar. 31. 


m3, a x. East Dulwich. High Court. Pet. April 23. 
Ord. May 2 
Evans, an. Pencader, Carmarthenshire, Wholesale 
Butcher. Carmarthen. Pet. May 21. Ord. May 21. 
FLEMING, FRANCIS, Sheffield, Journeyman. Sheffield. Pet. 
May 24. Ord. May 24. 
FLOOD, JAMES BRNJAMIN, peat Twickenham. Brentford. 
Pet. April 16. Ord. May 2 
Hart, JouN, St. John's-st., EC , Blouse Maker. High Court. 
Pet. Mar. 23. Ord. May 
Pet. April 13. 
Preston. Pet. 


Surrey. Croydon. 


Blouse Manufacturer. Croydon. 


25. 
— C. E., Maida Vale High Court. 


May 25. 


preset EDITH, Lancaster, Yeast Dealer 
May 23. Ord. May 23. 

JENKINS, ALBERT, Garnant, Carmarthenshire, Draper. 
Carmarthen. Pet. May 24. Ord. May 24. 

JONES, ALBERT CHARLES, Tirphil, Glam, Grocer. Merthyr 
Tydfl. Pet. May 21. Ord. May 21. 

LaceY, ARTHUR GBORGE, Gelligaer, Glam, Baker. Merthyr 
Tydil. Pet. 19. Ord. May 19. 

Lows, ARTHUR, , Florist. Leicester. Pet. May 24. 
Ord. May 24. 
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Lyons, Jos#rH FRANcts, Consett, Durham, Electrical |  — JouN, Pencader, , Carmarthe nshire, Wholesale Butcher. | DARLINGTON, THOMAS, Crewe, Cheshire, Farmer. Nantwich. 

















































































Newcastie-upon-Tyne. Pet. May Ord. Sarmarthen. June 7 at 11. Off. Rec., Queen-st., Car- Pet. May 27. Ord. May 27 
ate. De Leecw, Mary T., Hackney. High Court, Pet. April 7. 
MATSELL, HOWARD, t Grimsb ioe Driver. FAULKNER, RICHARD, Manchester, Film Renter. Manchester. Ord. May 27 
Great Grimsby. Pet. lay 24. Ord. ‘May June 6 at 3. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester Dixon, Harry C., Noble-st., Cloth Merchant. High Court. 
MITCHELL, AGNES, 1 nr. Woking. Gallatord. Pet. April | Fretps, Ex1as Ger, Great Grimsby, Fish Merchant. Great Pet. Jan. 13. Ord. May 24 
2. Ord. May 2 Grimsby. June 4 at 11. Off. Rec., St. Mary’s-chmbrs., Dopsworru, Ropert H., Stockton-on-Tees, Joiner. 
MYTCHELL, JAMES, ‘od, nr. Woking. Guildford. Pet. April Great Grimsby Stockton-on-Tees. Pet. May 26. Ord. May 26. 
22. Ord. May Gmpson, JANE, Hyde, Chester, Proprietor of a Nursing Home. Enoiisn, Horace V., Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant. 
MorRRIS, non: — la., Merchant. High Court Ashton-under-Lyne. June 6 at 2.30. Off. Rec., Byrom Huddersfield. Pet. May 14. Ord. May 27 
Pet. April 6. Ord. May 25 st., Manchester ELLs, JAMES, Eastrington, Shoe Maker. Kingston-upon- 
Pars, WILLIAM Epwarp, Bristol, Paper Merchant. Bristol. Goipstonr, JosEPH, Manchester, Mantle Manufacturer Hull. Pet. May 25. Ord. May 25 
Pet. May 24. Ord. May Manchester. June 3% at 3.30. Off. Rec., Byrom-st Fox, Joun W., Cleethorpes, and CcLLoM, ERNEST A., 
PoDMORE, SAMPSON, Seaport, Cheshire, China Dealer Manchester. junior, Cleethorpes, Motor Haulage Contractors. Great 
Stockport. Pet. May 23. Ord. May 23. GREENGRASS, CHRISTIE, Wreningham, Norfolk, Grocer (Girimaby. Pet. May 27. Ord. May 27 
PuGH AND Son, New Barnet, Engineers. Barnet. Pet. Norwich. June 4 at 12.30. Off. Rec., Upper King-st., Giossor, T., Bayswater, Grocer. High Court. Pet. March 
April 25. Ord. May 23 Norwich. 21. Ord. May 25 
RigByY, HENRY, pel’ atinaton, Motor Transport Driver. Howarp, THOMAS, Braintree, Easex, General Merchant. GosweLt, GroReR, Rhosllanerchrugog, nr. Wrexham, 
Warrington. ‘Pet. May 23. ‘Ord. May 23. Chelmsford. June 7 at 11.30. Bedford-row, W.C. Licensed Victualler. Wrexham. Pet. May 25. Ord 
ROBERTS, DavIpD LLEWELYN, Oowestrs, Bread Salesman. Hewitt, GeorGE WARNER, West Ealing, Foreman Mechanic May 25 é 
Wrexham. Pet. Ma: Ord. May 24. Brentford. June 7 at 12 6 Bedford-row, W.( HARTMANN, GORGE, Manchester, Dealer in Waterproof 
ROWLEY, CHARLES ay Balsall Heath, and Grass, Hart, Joun, St. John's-st., Blouse Maker High Court Goods Manchester Pet. May 24. Ord. May 27 
L#ONARD MARRIOTT, Manufacturers. Birmingham. Pet. June 8 at 11. Bankruptcy: “biden, Carey-st., wi Hickson, WALTER, and Hickson, ye B., Horn- 
May 24. Ord. May 24. Horton, C. E., Maida Vale High Court June - ‘at 12.30 castle, Grocers. Lincoln. Pet. May 27. rd. May 27. 
onmiet. ALFRED ExNxst, Otterford, nr. Geet. Land Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C HERRICK, GEORGE E., Isle of Ely, Cambs, “Naler Cam- 
lator. Taunton. Pet.May7. Ord. May 24. HvaHes, WILLIAM, Tremadoc, Miner. Portmadot. Juné 6 bridge. Pet. May 9. Ord. May 27 
seneyernwaits, JOHN, —- Yorks, Center. Kendal. at 12. Crypt-chmbrs., Eastgate-row, Chester HOLGATE, WILLIAM H., Dudley, Grocer. Dudley. Pet. 
Pet. May 24. Ord. May 2 JoNes, JoHN Lewis, Swansea, Manufacturer's Agent May 27. Ord. May 27 
ARISBRICK, ROBERT, Liverpool, House Furntsher. Liver- Swansea. June 4 at 11. Off. Rec., Government-bldgs., Hupson, CHaRLes N., and Jowrert, RowLANp, Bradford, 
pool. Pet. May 25. Ord. May 25. St. Mary’s-st., Swansea Stuff Merchants. Bradford. Pet. May 12. Ond. May 27. 
SHELDON, ALFRED HENRY, diey, Grocer. Dudley. | Kexwricut, CHARLES HENRY, St. Helens, Painter. Liver- Jones, Owen, Colwyn Bay, Hosier. Bangor. Pet May 
Pet. a > Ord. May 23. pool. June 3 at 11.30. Off. Rec., 11, Dale-st., Liverpool 24. Ond. May 24 
TAYLOR, W. A., Leeds, Shoe Dealer. Leeds. Pet. April22. pacey. Arruvr Georog, Gelligaer, Glam, Baker. Merthyr M. KINSLEYE & Sons, Manchester, Manufacturers, Man- 
Ord. May 28° Tydfil. June 3 at 12.30. Off. Rec., St. Mary-st., Cardiff. chester. Pet. May 13. Ord. May 26 
WALKER, GRACE WINIFRED, Northam, Potter's Bar. High Lyons, JOSEPH FRANCIS, Consett, Electrical Engineer. LiGHTOWLER, HERBERT, Doncaster, Tailor. Sheffield. Pet 
Court. Pet. May 25 Ord. May 25. , Newcastle-upon-Tyne. June 8 at 11. Off. Rec., Pearl- May 27. Ord. May 27 
WALKER, ELIZABETH, Budworth, Span. Farmer bldgs., 4, Northumberland st., Newcastle-upon-Tyne MONTESOLE, MAX, St. John’s Wood, Playwright. High 
Nantwich. Pet. May 23. Ord. Ma MILLS, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Window-Blind Fitter. Bir- Court. Pet. April 28. Ord. May 25 
WALES, WALTER “ea Norwic! Grocer. Norwich. | mingham. June 7 at 11.30. Ruskin-chmbrs., 191, Cor- Parr, A. G., New Bond-st. High Court, Pet. April 16 
Pet. May 24. Ord. May poration-st., Birmingham Ord. May 26 
WATKINS, A. W., Dirmingharn, Tool Maker. Birmingham. yorpris, BENJAMIN, Carey-lane, Merc neat High Court Rose, FRANCIS J., Pembridge-sq. High Court. Pet. April 
Pet. 7 ._ Ord. May 2 June 8 at 11.30. Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 22. Ord. May 26 
WHELAN, PERCIVAL Tuomas, Birmingham, Fancy Leather MITCHELL, AGNES, Send, nr. Woking Guildford. June 6 Scorr, Freperick G., New-Bond-st. High Court. Pet, 
Goods. Birmingham. Pet. May 25. Ord. May 25. at 12. York-rd. , Westminster Bridge-rd., 8.E.1. April 25. Ord. May 26 
. 7 , : MITCHELL, JAMES, ” Send, nr. Woking. Guildford. June 6 STUBBS, ALBERT, Great Crosby, Merchant. Liverpool 
ORDER ANNULLING, pS OR RESCINDING at 12.30. York-rd., Westminster Bridge-rd oe 1. Pet Apri 15 Ord May 26 ve if 
_ PLATT JaMeEs, St. Helens, Licensed Victualler, Rowwer, ToOLcheER, - ADDON, Barnes, Surrey. High Court, Pet. 
Taomrson, Livinesroxe, W., N., Exeter. High Court. ALBERT, Motor Driver, and RoBInsoN, SYDNEY, St. Helena, March 11. Ord. May 26. 







Nature and Date of Order Annulled and Rescinded— 


Adjudication dated Jan. 14, 1902, annulled. Receiving Engineer. Liverpool. June 7 at 11.30. Off. Rec.,11, Dale- Voapeyx, Epwix, North Lew, Devon, Farmer. Plymouth, 


st., Liverpool. Pet. May 27. Ord. May 27. 




























on . 
CHEE SaaS HOF, SS, SE, rescinded, PITCHER, FREDERICK, New Tredegar, Mon, Grocer. Tredegar. WALL, ©. W., Kingswood, Glos, Butcher Bristol. Pet 
June $ ati2. Off. Rec., 117, 5t. Mary St., Cardiff. May 13. Ord. May 27 
FIRST MEETINGS Rooke, WALTER ALFRED, Barrow-in-Furness, Baker, WILSON, WILLIAM H., Warsop, General Dealer. Notting- 
1 » Barrow-in-Furness. June 3 at 11.15. Off. Rec., 16, ham. Pet, May 13. Ord. May 27 
BENNETT, MULLA & Co., Manchester, Manufacturers’ Agents Cornwallis-st., Barrow-in-Furness WINHERG, MARK, Saint Paul's, Bristol, Cabinet Maker, 
Manchester. June 6 at 3.30. Reeeiver's OMces, Byrom-st., sarrwans, GORGE, Maldon, Caterer. Chelmsfori. Pet. May 13. Ord. May 27. 
mance June 8 at 11.30. 14 Bedford-row, W.C Amended Notice substituted for that publishec the 
BIRKS, R. R., Merton, Surrey, Grocer. High Court. June 9 | srgvens, SaMURL James, Port Talbot, Glam, Fruiterer london Gazette ft May 20,02. 
at 11.30. Bankruptcy- bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 Neath, June 3 at 11. Off. Rec., Government-bidgs P ; ’ 
BooTH, Eric, Le inster-gardens. High Court. ‘June 9 at St. Warv’sst.. Swaness. , ° * Wuioox, Harriett H., Claygate, Surrey. Kingston. Pet, 
12.30. Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. WALkEr. GRACR WINTFRED, Northaw, Potters Bar. High| Match 8. Ord. May 12 
BURREN, FRANCIS JAMES, Gillingham; Kent, Butcher. “Court.” June 8 at 12. Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C2. ORDER ANNULLING, REVOKING, OR RESCINDING 
Rochester, June 3 at 11.30. Off. Rec., 2804, High-st., . - ig itis . a ~ "ORDER. —kCq 
chan Wase WAITHMAN, Sutton, Surrey. Croydon. London Gazette. —TUESDAY, May 31 Merry, THOMAS, Crewe, Engine Driver. Nantwich. Nature 
June 6 at 11.30. York-rd., Westminster Bridge-rd., 8.E.1. RECEIVING ORDERS and date of Order rescinded—Receiving Order dated 
CASE, J. ASHTON, Stratford- -pl. High Court, June 10 at 12. April 15. Date of Rectiasion May 18 
Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. BAKER, REGINALD P., Sheffield, Electrical Engineer, and FIRST MEETINGS 
CoLes, EDWIN PaRKHOUSE, Port Talbot, Glam, Milk Vendor. STUBBS, FREDERICK €., Sheffield, Electrical Engineer ‘ ee 
Neath. June 8 at 11. Off. Rec., Government-bldgs., St. Sheffield. Pet. May 27. Ord. May 27 BARNES, WILLIAM, Luton, Commission Agent Luton. 
Mary's st., Swansea. BaTEs, CLEMENT C., Chelsea, Draper's Assistant. Wands- June 8 at 11.50. Chamber of Commerce, 20, King-at., 
CORFIELD, HARRY SeYMour, Northenden, Cheshire, East worth. Pet. May 27. Ord. May 27 Luton 
India Merchant. High Court. June 7 at 12.30. Bank- Bensow, ARTHUR G., Market Drayton, Salop, Hauling Bates, CLEMENT CHARLES, Chelsea, Draper's Assistant. 
ruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 Contractor. Nantwich. Pet. May 26. Ord. May 26 Wandsworth. June & at 12 York-rd., Westminster 
CuapavTy, R., Mitcham, Sound Manufactufer. Croydon. | BLUNN, HAROLD N., Alcester, Builder. Warwick. Pet Bridge-rd., 8.E.1 
June 6 at ll. York- rd., Westminster Bridge-rd., 8.E.1. May 27. Ord. May 2 Borovircn, A., Bethnal Green, Baker, High ¢ ourt. June 13 
Davies, GRIFFITH, Pontypridd, Glam, Grocer. Ponty dd. | Borovitcu, A., Bethnal Green, Baker. High Court. Pet eat 11.50. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.( 
June 3 at 11.30. Off. ., 117, St. Mary-st., Cardiff. May 3. Ord. May 27 COHEN, ANGEL, Notting Hill, Cigarette Maker “High ( ‘ourt 
Dr CLARE, Countess, Baker-st. High Court. June 10 at 11. | BRooKes, RICHARD, Lytham, Stockbroker. Preston. Pet June 13 at 11. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-«t., W 
Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C. May 11. Ord. May 24 CowL, Groror, Chislehurst, Kent. Croydon fe 8 at 
DUAN, a Bloomsbury. High Court. June 9 at 11. Burcu, THomas W., Exeter, Solicitor. Exeter. Pet 11.30. York-rd., Westminster Bridge-rd., S.E 
Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C. May 12. Ord. May De Leevw, Mary T., Hackney. High Court. June 13 at 
DonstaX, H. M., East Dulwich, 8. EL "High, Court June 7 COHEN, ANGEL, Notting Hill, Cigarette Maker. High Court 12.30. Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 
at 12. Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.( Pet. May 5. Ord. May 27 Dixox, Harry C., Noble-st., Cloth Merchant. High Court. 
DOWNIE, PHILIP, Southend-on -on-Sea, Essex, Electrical Engineer, Corpy, GrorGs W., Isle of Ely, Cambs, Baker. Cambridge June 10 at 12.4%). Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-«t., W.C 





Ord. May 27 DopsworTH, ROBERT H., Stockton-on-Tees, Joiner cca 






Chelmsford. June 7 at 11. Bedford-row, W.C. Pet. May 9. j 
DovuGHERTY, SAMUEL Horack, Southport. Liverpool. Cowl, Groree, Chislehurst. Croydon. Pet. May 13. Ord ton-on-Tees. June 10 at 2.15. Off. Rec., High-t., 
June 3 at 12. Off. Rec., 11, Dale-st., Liverpool. y 26. Stockton-on-Tees 














THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE 60., LTD., 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL cr selected risks. 
FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 


MOTOR, PUBLIC LIABILITY, ETC., ETC. 
Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders 


THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the most complete policy ever offered to householders, 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premitim. 


LICENSE ~ SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of 


INSURANCE. Licenend Prepety ctdlled by Coumed will be cont on eppbeslicn. 
For Further Information write: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.2. 
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Horwich, nr. Bolton, Time Clerk. 

Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester. 
Shoe Maker K ingston-upon- 
Off. Rec., York City Bank- 


EDWARDS, EDWARD A., 
Bolton. June 8 at 3.30 
ELLs, JAMES, EKastrington, 
Hull. June 8 at 11.30 
chmbrs., Lowgate, Hull 
PITSPaTRICK, FRANK H., West Gorton, Grocer. 
June 9 at 3. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester 
Grossop, T., Bayswater, Grocer. High Court 
2.90. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 
Hannison, CHARLes KR. H., Hen Afon, Rhyl 
Bangor. June 8 at 2.90. Crypt-chmbrs 
Chester 
INNALLS, JAMES, 
Bridgwater. June 
water 
Kitcutne, Mane, W 
June 8 at 11.90 
CGirimaby 
Lacky, Joseru 


Manchester 
June 8 at 


Flint, Carrier. 
Kastgate-row, 


Dealer 
Bridg- 


Somerset, Furniture 
County Court Offices 


Bridgwater, 
dat 10 


Grimsby 
Great 


Great Grimaby Creat 
Off. Rec., St. Mary’s-chmbrs 
Abertillery, Mon, Shoe Dealer Tredegar, 

June 7 at il. Off. Ree., 117, St. Mary-st., Cardiff 
Lerrs, ALFRED, Lincoln, Picture Framer. Lincoln 

at 12. Off. Rec., Lincoln 
Lown, ArTuUR, Leicester, Florist 

Off. Rec., 1 Berridge-st., Leicester 
MARSHALL, WALTER H., Sheffield, Tailor's Manager 

June @atil. Off. Rec., 24, Bond-st., Leeds 
MATSELL, HOWARD, Great Grimsby, Taxi-cab Driver. Great 

Grimaby. June 8 at Il. Off. Rec., St. Mary’s-chmbrs, 

Great Grimaby 
MONTERSOLE, MAX, St. John's Wood, Playwright 

June 9 at 2.30. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st 
Pars, A. G., New Bond-st High Court 

Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st W.ic2 
Pars, WritiaM E., Bristol, Paper Merchant. Bristol 

at 11.30. Off. Rec., 26, Baldwin-st., Bristol 
Prarns, Josern, Cheetham, Wholesale Cabinet Maker 

Manchester June 7 at Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Man- 

chester 
Riespy, HENRY 

Warrington 

Liverpool 
Roperts, DavVip L., Oswestry, 

June 7 at 12. Crypt-chmbrs., 

Rose, Francis J., Pembridge-sq. High Court. June 10 

at 11. Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st., W. 
Rurrer, James, Bolton, Fruiterer. Bolton 

Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester 
Soo?T, FREDERICK (., New Bond-st 

at 12.930. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., 
Soper, WILLIAM, Bedfordshire, Farmer. Bedford 

at 2.50. The Red Lion Hotel, High-st., Bedford 
STANLEY, ALFRED E., Otterwood, nr. Chard, Land Speculator, 

Taunton. June 10 at 2.50. The Squirrel Hotel, Wellington, 

Somerset 
rayon, W. A., Leeds 

Off. Rec., 24, Bond-st., Leeds 
rowcner, J. HaApvON, Barnes 

Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st 
Tring, FREDERICK W., Manchester, ASTIN, FREDERICK A., 

Southport, and THOMPSON, Hkaxpext E., Manchester, 

General Merchants. Manchester. June 8 at 3. Off. Rec., 

Byrom-st., Manchester 
WaALes, WALTER ! Norwich, 

Off. Rec., Upper King-st., Norwich 

t, JOSEPH 7 Bolton, Antique Dealer 
Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester 
Warsop, Cinema Proprietor. Not- 
c., Castle-pl., Nottingham. 


June 9 


Leicester. June 7 at 3. 


Leeds 


High Court 
W.C2 
June 9 at 12 


June 8 


Driver. 
Dale-at., 


Warrington, Motor Transport 
June 8 at 11.30, Off. Ree., 11, 


Bread Salesman. Wrexham 
Kastgate-row, Chester 


June 8 at 2.30. 

High Court. June 10 
W.C2 

June 8 


Dealer. Leeds. June 7 at 2.30, 


Shwe 


High Court. June 9 at 11 
C2 


Grocer Norwich June 8 


Bolton 


WituiaM H., 
June Sat il. Off, Re 


WILSON, 
tingham 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 3 


RECEIVING ORDERS 


ANDREWS, Joun W., Helston, Cornwall, Confectioner lruro. 
Pet. May 30. Ord. May 30 
BARLEY, WILLIAM, Brighton 

Ord. May 31 
Boocock, CLARENCE, Horbury, nr. Wakefield 
Wakefield Pet. May 30. Ord. May 30 
BRANDON, FRANK, Weedon, Bucks, Licensed Vix 
Aylesbury. Pet. May 30. Ord. May 30 
Broventon, WALTER, Lincoln, Farmer 
May 31. Ord. May 31 
BuckLer, Hue West Kensington 
Pet. March 23. Ord. May 31 
BUCKMASTER, HENRY J., Victoria-st., 
Pet. May 31. Ord. May 31 
Cink, Erto Portiand-pl., W.1, 
Pet. March 3. Ord. May 31 
Forta, J Whitecross-st., Hosiery 
Pet. April 25. Ord. May 31 
GANNON, Hensert, Rochdale 
Pet. June 1. Ord. June | 
GLover, Goren H., Camberwell New-rd., 5.6 
Pet. April 27. Ord. June ! 
GREENHALGH, EDWARD, Walmersiey, 
Bolton. Pet. May 30. Ord. May #0 
Jenkins, Joun W Kensington, W.8, Barrister-at-Law. 
High Court. Pet. May 31. Ord. May 31 
KORITSON AND RUSSELA, Falcon-sq., Hi. 
facturers. High Court. Pet. April 6 
LAUGHTON, Fred, Stretford, Lancs, 
Salord. Pet. Apl.1l. Ord. May 28. 
L&E, ALBERT, Stroud Green, Saw Manufacturer 
Court. Pet. July 20. Ord. June 1 
Leach, OWEN K., Tyseley, 
Pet. May 30. Ord. May 30 
Lewis, ALFrep E., Scorrier, Cornwall, 
Slaughterer. Truro. Pet. May 31. Ord 
LEVENE, Davin, Bedford-Court-mansions, 
facturer's Traveller. High Court. Pet 
May 31 
MARSHALL, KenneTH H., Maida-vale 
High Court. Pet. Feb. 2. Ord. June 1 
Mayer, Hvao, Brondesbury, Merchant 
Match 23. Ord. June I 
MoUCoRMACK, JEREMIAH, 
June 1. Ord. June 1. 


Brighton Pet May 13 


Corn Dealer 
tualler 
Lincoln. Pet 


Actor. High Court 


Brewer. High Court 


Doctor. High Court 


Factor High Court 


Watchmaker. Rochdale 


High Court. 


nr. Bury, Innkeeper, 


Fur Coat Manu- 
Ord. June | 
Rubber Merchant. 


High 


Tobacconist. Birmingham 


Licensed Horse 

May 31 
Ww.c.1, 
May 31 


Manu- 
Ord 


Fine Art Dealer. 


High Court Pet. 


Wigan, Grocer. Wigan. Pet. 





McDONALD, ALEXANDER, Earl’s Court, Printers’ Agent. 
High Court. Pet. March 15. Ord. June 1 

PASSANT, LLEWELLYN, Knighton, Radnor, Boot Repairer 
Leominster. Pet. May 30. Ord. May 30 

Pavey, Atrrep J., Chard, Somerset, Painter 
May 31. Ord. May 31 

PALMER, LILIAN M., Barnstaple, Grocery. 
June 1. Ord. June 1 

PETTERSON, G. O., Charterhouse-st., E.C., Shipping Agent 
High Court. Pet. April 28. Ord. May 30 

PHILLIPS, Tuomas H., Cardiff, Commission 
Pet. May 30. Ord. May 30 

REARDON, CHARLES P., Warrington, and Stirrup, THOMAS 
Fish Dealers. Warrington. Pet. May 30. Ord. May 30 

Rees, WituaM W., Glynneath, Glam, Grocer. Neath 
Pet. May 31. Ord. May 31 

ROBINSON, Joun B., Kenilworth, Butcher. 
May 30. Ord. May 30 

VoRLeY, Josern W.., 
ampton. Pet. May 30 

Youne, Horace, Sheffield, Baker 
Ord. June 1 


Taunton 


Barnstaple. Pet. 


Agent. Cardiff 


Warwick. Pet 


Rushden, Cycle Repairer. North- 
Ord. May 30 
Sheffield Pet. June 1 
FIRST MEETINGS 
HAROLD N., Alcester, Warwick 
Off. Rec., The Barracks, 


tuilder. Warwick 
Smithford-st., 


BLUNN, 
June 14 at 12 
Coventry 

Boocock, CLARENCE, Horbury, nr. Wakefield, Seed Dealer. 
Wakefield. June 13 at 12. Off. Rec., 21, King-st., 
Wakefield 

BuckLer, Hven C., West Kensington, Actor. High Court. 
June 14 at 12. Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

BucKMASTeER, HENRY J., Victoria-st., Brewer. High Court. 
June 14 at 12.30. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

CAMERON, DoNALD L., Tamworth. Birmingham. June 14 at 
12. Ruskin-chmbrs., 191, Corporation-st., Birmingham 

CLing, Eric ( Portland-pl., W.1, Doctor. High Court. 
June 17 at 11. Bankruptey-blidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

DAVIES, STANLEY, Dranllwyn, Machen, Mon, Coal Merchant 
Newport (Mon.). June 10 at 12. 117, St. Mary-st., Cardiff. 

Duncan, James C., West Drayton, Artist. Windsor. June 14 
at 11.30. 14, Bedford-row, W.( 

EnousH, Horace V., Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant. 
Huddersfield. June 15 at 1.15. County Court House, Queen- 
at., Huddersfield 

ETHeriper, Hersert 0. H., Salisbury, 
Salisbury. June 10 at 2.50. Off. Keec., 
Catherine-st., Salisbury 

Forta, J., Whitecross-st., Hosiery Factor. High 
June 17 at 12. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

Fox, Joux W., Cleethorpes, and CULLUM, Exnest A., 
Cleethorpes, Omnibus Proprietors. Great Grimsby. June 14 
at 11. Off. Rec., St. Mary's chmbrs., Great Grimsby 

GLOVER, Grorce H., Camberwell New-rd., 8.E. High Court 
June 15 at 12.30. Bankruptecy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

Hvupson, CHARLES N., and Jowrert, RowLaNp, Bradford, 
Stuff Merchants. Bradford. June 10 at 3. Off. Rec., 
12, Duke-st., Bradford 

Jenkins, Joun W., Kensington, Barrister-at-Law. High 
Court. June 15 at 11. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

Jones, ALBERT C., Tirphil, Glam, Grocer. Merthyr Tydfil. 
June 10 at 2.30. 117, St. Mary-st., Cardiff 

Jury, James, Dover, Hardware Merchant. Canterbury. 
June 10 at 11. Off. Rec., 684, Castle-st., Canterbury 

KORITSON AND RUSSELS, Falcon-sq., Fur Coat Manufacturers. 
High Court. June 14 at 2.30. Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey- 
st., W.C.2 

Lee, ALBERT, Stroud Green, Saw Manufacturer. High Court. 
June 15 at 2.30. Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

LEVENER, DAVip, Bedford Court-mansions, W.C.1, Manufac- 
turer's Traveller. High Court. June 13 at 11. Bankruptey- 
bldgs., Carey-st., C.2 

MARSHALL, KENNETH H., Maida Vale, Fine Art Dealer 
Court. June 14 at 11. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., W 

MAYER, Hvu@o, Brondesbury, Merchant. High Court. June 14 
at 12.30. Bankruptey-bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

MCDONALD, ALEXANDER, Earl's Court, Printer’s 
High Court. June 15 at 11.30. Bankruptey-bidgs., 
at., W.C.2 

Mipwinter, Davip H., Wantage, Herks, Horse 
Oxford. June 11 at 12. 1, St. Aldates, Oxford 

PaRKER, N. H., Birmingham, Commission Agent. Birming- 
ham. June 14 at 11.30. Ruskin-chmbrs., 191, Corporation- 
st., Birmingham 

PETTERSON, UG. O 
High Court. June 
W.C.2 

PODMORE, SAMPSON, Stockport, China Dealer Stock port, 
June 13 at 3. Off. Ree., Byrom-st., Manchester 

POLLOCK, THOMAS, Pontypridd, Glam, Travelling Draper. 
Pontypridd. June 10 at 11. St. Mary-st., Cardift 

PvGH & 50N, A., New Barnet, Haulage Contractors. Barnet. 
June 14 at 11. Bedford-row, W.( 

ROBINSON, JOHN B., Kenilworth, Butcher. Warwick. June 16 
at 12. Off. Kec., The Barracks, Smithford-st., Coventry 
ROBINSON, CUTHBERT L., Middleton, Bleacher. Manchester, 

June 14 at 2.30. Off. Ree., Byrom-st., Manchester 

ROWLEY, CHARLES H., Balsall Heath, and Gisps, Leonarp 
M., Manufacturers. Birmingham. June 10 at 11.30. Kuskin 
chmbrs., 191, Corporation-st., Birmingham 

SHARP, JOHN, Shoeburyneas, Jobmaster. Chelmsford 
at 12. 14, Bedford-row, W.C 

TWINN, CHARLES J., Harrow, Building Contractor 
June 14 at 12.30. 14, Bedford-row, W 

VoapEN, EDWIN, North Lew, Devon, Farmer 
June 24 at 10.90. Buckland-terrace, Plymouth 

WAINE, JOsErH E., Cheadle Hulme, Joiner. Stockport 
June 13 at 2.50. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester 

WHELAN, Percival T., Birmingham, Fancy Leather Goods 
Factor. Birmingham. June 15 at 11.30. Ruskin-chmbre., 
191, Corporation-st., birmingham. 


Civil Engineer. 
City-chmbrs., 


Court 


High 
CD 


Agent 
Carey- 


Dealer. 


Charterhouse-st., E.C., Shipping 
15 at 12. Bankruptey-bidgs 


Agent. 
Carey -st 


June 14 
Barnet. 


Plymouth 





Small Advertisements, 


105. 00. 188. On 
{0 Words te. oo. 


ONCE 

30 Words 4s. Op. 
Every additional 
extra for each insertion. 


Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE AND RAVENSCROFT. 


FOUNDED IN THE Rulon oF Wittiam & MakY, 1689, 


ROBE COURT 
MAKERS TAILORS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks & Coroners. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C.2 





KERR & LANHAM, 


Law Stationers and Lay Agents. 
ABSTRACTS, BRIEFS, DRAFTS AND DEEDS 
COPIED AND ENGROSSED. 

COUNTRY ORDERS RECEIVE SPECIAL ATTENTION. 


16, Furnivat Sr., Horsorn, E.C. 
INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For the Treatment of Gentlemen under the Act and 
privately. For particulars apply to 
Dr. F. 8. D. HOGG, 
Resident Medical Superintendent, 
Telephone : P.O. 16, RICKMANSWORTH. 











BRAND’S 
MEAT JUICE. 


A Purely British Preparation. 
An Effective Stimulant in Faintness or 
Exhaustion, after Operations, &c. Also 

for Infants and Young Children. 








Of all Chemists and Stores. 














In the Press for Immediate Delivery. 


SECOND EDITION. 
Enlarged and brought up to date. 


A GUIDE to 


The Increase of Rent 
and Mortgage Interest 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920. 


A complete exposition of the’Act, embodying the 
decisions of the English, Scots and Irish Courts, 
with the Text of the Act, the repealed Acts, and 
the Rates. 
(Cases reported up to June 15th are included). 
By W. E. WILKINSON, LL.D. (Lond.), 

(A Solicitor of the Supreme Court). 


PRICE 5s. net, or Post Free 5s. 9d. 











Forms of Notice to Increase. 


No. 1. 





Notice to Increase Rent (Original). 
No.2. Notice to Increase Mortgage Tatorsst. 
No.3. Notice to Increase Rent by 10 per cent. 

after 2nd July 1921, and on Increase of Rates. 
Settled by Mr. T. CYPRIAN WILLIAMS, LL.D. 
(Barrister-at-Law, one of the Conveyancing 
Counse] to the Court). 


Price Id. each, by post, 2d., per 100, 7/6, by post, 8/3. 


THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY 
SOCIETY, LIMITED, 


22, CHANCERY LANE, W.,C.2. 
27 and 28, WALBROOK, E.C.4. 
49, BEDFORD ROW, W.C.1. 

45, TOTHILL STREET, 8.W.1. 




















